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The purpose of this study was to examine factors which 
affect the acceptance and implementation of site-based 
management and implications for site preparation as 
perceived by principals prior to a school district's 
adoption of this vital educational reform. Specifically, 
this study examined five factors: (1) resistance to change, 
(2) shared decision making, (3) policies and procedures, 
(4) stakeholder support, and (5) professional development 
training. This study also explored whether gender, years of 
experience, and school type (elementary, middle, or high 
school) influenced principals' perceptions of site-based 
management and the five factors examined, affecting its 
successful implementation. The subjects of the study were 
55 principals from a large suburban school district. The 
moderator variables of gender, years of experience, and 
school type were subjected to descriptive and inferential 
statistics. The independent and dependent variables were 
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subjected to Pearson £ correlation, X Test, and One-Way 
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) analyses. 
The findings suggest that principals who participated 
in this study (1) were very knowledgeable of the factors 
which facilitate successful implementation of site-based 
management; (2) agreed that shared decision making, stake¬ 
holder support, and professional development training are 
essential for the success of site-based management; (3) 
disagreed that the present school structure is satisfactory 
and should remain as established, which implies that prin¬ 
cipals are not resistant to change; and (4) agreed that 
parents, teachers, and community members should participate 
in the development and implementation of local school 
policies and procedures. 
A major recommendation of this study was that 
comprehensive training programs for district personnel, 
principals, teachers, parents, students, and community 
members be developed and implemented prior to and after the 
implementation of the site-based management process. 
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Today more than ever, people are faced with change, 
which is an ongoing process encountered by all. Change is 
often subtle and often imposed by outside forces or influ¬ 
ences. Sometimes change is initiated from within. People 
cannot stop change or predict the implications of change for 
the future. Moreover, people cannot predict the implica¬ 
tions of change for themselves. In fact, as Toffler (1970) 
commented, people and groups can become so overwhelmed by 
change that it influences every aspect of their existence. 
Toffler also said that, when properly managed, change can be 
beneficial and energizing, which aids people in becoming 
effective men and women in action. 
In the last half of the twentieth century, educa¬ 
tional changes have really begun to pick up tempo (Perry 
1992). Recent educational reform movements have called for 
changes in schools from the state level to the classroom. 
One example of these changes is site-based management. 
Site-based management (SBM) is a method of structuring or 
restructuring schools that is rapidly gaining popularity and 
attention in the field of education. Site-based management 
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is a form of decentralization designating the school or site 
as the unit of improvement and relies on shared decision 
making as the primary means for improvement. 
School-based management means the decentralization 
of decision-making authority. Authority can transfer from 
school boards to superintendents, from superintendents to 
principals, and from principals to other members of the 
school community, such as teachers and parents. At the 
building level, the principal is usually the key figure in 
site-based management. Principals not only have increased 
responsibility but also increased accountability. Princi¬ 
pals assume greater responsibility in determining budget 
priorities, establishing staffing patterns, and developing 
educational program objectives. Additional managerial 
functions include personnel management, business management, 
facilities maintenance and property management, security, 
counseling, communication, and community relations. As 
school systems embark upon implementing systematic parti¬ 
cipatory decision making, there is undoubtedly a paradigm 
shift for all persons involved, particularly for the key 
figure in the site-based management process: the principal. 
The concept of site-based management has received 
much attention in restructuring efforts. Yet, in spite of 
the attention, confusion about the definition of site-based 
management remains. Problems in this area are exacerbated 
by the absence of a standard definition of site-based 
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management. In one case, Prickett et al. (1990) designed a 
survey to determine the knowledge base regarding site-based 
management among Kentucky superintendents. They found con¬ 
siderable interest existed in the topic as well as signifi¬ 
cant confusion about its definition. 
In an article describing the history of their 
experience with site-based management in the Adams County 
School District in Colorado, Harrison, Killion, and Mitchell 
(1989) discovered that, in any given school and at any given 
time, site-based management is defined quite differently. 
While implementing site-based management in a Florida public 
school system, Daniels (1990) recognized the importance of a 
district-wide definition for site-based management in order 
to create standard rules for all players, to eliminate turf 
battles, and to socialize newcomers to the system. During a 
study of decentralization in five major urban and suburban 
school systems that adopted site-based management, Hill and 
Bonan (1991) concluded that a wide range of activities fall 
under the term "site-based management." Midgley and Wood 
(1993, 246) agreed that site-based management is defined 
several ways with variety in scope and participants, con¬ 
cluding that "site-based management means different things 
to different people." 
Kerkes (1993, 380) concluded that a definition of 
site-based management is problematic, "Even though a more 
accurate statement would be . . . that existing programs are 
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site-based management in name only, not in function." 
Kerkes (1993) isolated and investigated factors that inhibit 
or facilitate planned organizational change when an innova¬ 
tion is adopted by a school district. She warned that 
school districts may adopt the words of the innovation 
called site-based management without understanding its 
philosophical basis. The resulting change that occurs under 
these circumstances may be superficial rather than substan¬ 
tive. It can be concluded that when an innovation is truly 
implemented, the resulting changes will be specific and 
evident. 
Any number of reasons may explain why site-based 
management programs seem to vary in scope and practice. 
Purkey and Smith (1985, 375) proposed three possibilities 
for this variation: 
1. There is not a universally accepted model of 
site-based management nor an agreed upon defini¬ 
tion. 
2. Each district seems to adapt site-based manage¬ 
ment to meet its own needs--cultural, histor¬ 
ical, and environmental. 
3. Site-based management is again adapted within 
each school to meet the cultural needs of that 
specific environment. 
Perhaps site-based management is the answer to all 
the educational ills of today. On the other hand, perhaps 
it is not the panacea its advocates wish it to be. The 
success of any educational reform is contingent upon many 
factors. Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz (1990, 30) reviewed nearly 
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two hundred documents related to attempts at site-based 
management in the United States, Canada, and Australia and 
concluded that "in most instances site-based management does 
not achieve its stated objectives." They found a variety of 
factors that prevent or limit site-based management from 
reaching its potential. These factors include: (1) limited 
evidence of successful operation; (2) failure to transfer 
authority to the site from the central office or to the 
stakeholders from the principal; (3) handcuffing partici¬ 
pants with homogeneous site councils, ingrained norms, 
ambiguous definitions and parameters, and lack of resources; 
(4) fleeting morale because of time requirements, confusion 
and anxiety, task dissonance, and problem complexity and 
general confusion; (5) uneffected planning; (6) limited 
instructional innovation; and (7) limited autonomy. 
Wohlstetter and Odden's (1992) review of literature 
revealed several themes related to site-based management and 
its shortcomings. According to these authors, the litera¬ 
ture suggests that site-based management is "everywhere and 
nowhere, comes in a variety of forms, is created without 
clear goals and accountability, and exists in a state/ 
district policy context that often gives mixed signals to 
schools" (Wohlstetter and Odden 1992, 531) . 
"Everywhere and nowhere" means that school systems 
all over the country are claiming involvement in site-based 
management, yet research analysis reveals that genuine 
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decentralization of decision making is limited. Malen and 
Ogawa (1988) found a variety of decision-making models in 
practice, and Wohlstetter and Odden (1992) reconfirmed this 
four years later when their research showed no evidence of 
consistency in the types of decisions given to schools. 
Wohlstetter and Odden (1992, 533) stated that researchers 
often conclude that "site-based management did not change 
authority relationships significantly because little power 
was offered and few governance changes were made." 
In a study of principals' perceptions of site-based 
management in Cobb County, Georgia, Tubbs (1996) found that 
the participants had an overall positive perception of site- 
based management. The study showed that principals are 
reluctant to allow parents to participate in every aspect of 
the site-based management process. Principals did not 
understand the changes that occur when employing site-based 
management, nor were they prepared for the new roles of 
principals, staff, students, and parents. The implementa¬ 
tion of ongoing training programs identifying the nature and 
scope of site-based management to include the essential 
leadership practices needed for successful implementation of 
the site-based management process was recommended. 
Sidener (1994) examined the process and content of a 
school's restructuring to see how participation in site- 
based management/shared decision making (SBM/SDM) affected 
participants' beliefs in the way authority is distributed, 
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the way work is accomplished, and the role of the learner. 
The study showed that (1) a meaningful redistribution of 
power did not occur; (2) while SBM/SDM did lead to more 
collaborative work patterns, stressful conditions such as 
the loss of planning time in the school day and new leader¬ 
ship at the district and school level had a negative impact 
on teacher collaboration; and (3) participants did not use 
SBM/SDM to address the processes of teaching and learning. 
The researcher concluded that (1) establishing a SBM/SDM 
initiative does not, in and of itself, redistribute author¬ 
ity; (2) new roles must be openly discussed; (3) SBM/SDM is 
a vulnerable process that must be strongly supported by the 
principal and superintendent; (4) district staff must shift 
from generating initiatives to supporting the school's 
initiatives and providing continuous opportunities for pro¬ 
fessional growth; and (5) participants at the school site 
felt accountable for the results of their project. Leader¬ 
ship, goals, and structure are needed to direct school site 
participants to address professional practice, but policy 
makers must tread a fine line between providing structure 
and allowing participants to discover the SBM/SDM process 
for themselves (Sidener 1994). 
Site-based management often exists in a policy para¬ 
dox between the autonomy schools wish to express and the 
policy regulations and prescriptions mandated at the state 
and local district levels. The granting of waivers to those 
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existing policies, as guaranteed by legislation passed in 
many states in the 1980s, allows schools and districts legal 
recourse to constraining regulations which could impair 
accomplishment of objectives (Murphy and Beck 1995) . 
One possible explanation for the elusive nature 
of site-based management may come from a political- 
institutional perspective. Widespread demands on public 
schools to change the way they are organized and governed is 
a result of society's need to maintain American preeminence 
in commerce, industry, science, and technology. Although 
site-based management has little empirical support in terms 
of documenting its success, it is an educational reform 
which occurs regularly when the education system comes under 
attack. When organizational systems are subject to compe¬ 
tition and complex demands from society, the response is 
ambiguous in order to address the variety of concerns. The 
purpose of the response is to assist the organization in 
surviving the stress and restoring stability, not to solve 
specific problems. Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz (1990) found 
that adjusting the structure of the organization is a common 
response; adjustments can be economically appealing, ideo¬ 
logically compelling, and symbolically potent. For this 
reason, they recommended further research under which site- 
based management might attain its goals and objectives. 
Mauriel and Lindquist (1989, 22) carried out an 
intensive study of two school-based management (SBM) 
projects and reported the following conclusions: 
The conflicts over delegation and advocacy, the 
need for training, the requirements of time and 
resources, and the fact that many site councils 
begin to falter after early bursts of enthusiasm, 
point up the size and scope of the problem involved. 
. . . For many school systems the adoption of SBM 
means a major change in organizational structure, 
management style, allocation of power and resources, 
a need for new accountability systems, and a serious 
renegotiation of the respective governance roles and 
authority of the school board, the teacher union, 
the central office, and the community stakeholders. 
Otherwise, SBM will be just another moderately 
helpful public relations/communications vehicle 
tinkering with the peripheral issues of school 
governance and management. 
Brown (1990, 265-266) studied school-based manage 
ment in a group of Canadian schools and concluded: 
How schools produce learning remains an 
intriguing black box. ... Do principals supervise 
their teachers differently? ... Is it possible 
that equality of educational opportunity ... is 
attained in some way? How? . . . Does school-based 
management actually "make a difference" on these 
dimensions? Clearly, many more research resources 
are needed to investigate these topics. 
Clune and White's (1988a, 23-31) examination of 
school-based management in thirty-one districts concluded 
Criteria of success for SBM programs . . . 
(generally have pertained to] process rather than 
outcomes (increased autonomy, flexibility, communi¬ 
cation) . Systematic monitoring is rare, whether of 
student achievement or other outcomes. Implementa¬ 
tion problems revolve around the difficulty of new 
roles.... Principals may lack the disposition and 
training. . . . Teachers may lack time and resources 
. . . participation of parents and students ... is 
often difficult to maintain. . . . The most con¬ 
spicuous outstanding research issue flows out of the 
findings of program diversity and the typical lack 
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of systematic evaluation. . . . Given a very large 
range of decentralization, and practically uniform 
expressions of satisfaction, the obvious question is 
whether type and degree of decentralization make any 
difference. 
In the state of Washington, Steele (1994) conducted 
case studies of three school districts where decision making 
has moved from the central office to individual school 
sites. He identified barriers to site-based management as 
well as significant effects as identified by involved staff 
and parents. The barriers identified in this recent study 
include lack of time, lack of cooperation by some staff, 
lack of parental involvement, lack of resources, inadequate 
training, and resistance from teacher unions/associations. 
The significant effects of site-based management include 
empowerment, increased participation, improved teamwork, 
parent involvement, and improvement of instruction. Steele 
(1994, 196) identified several patterns as advantageous to 
successful implementation of site-based management: 
There are many patterns identified in this study 
that those interested may find advantageous. These 
patterns include the idea of empowerment, time as a 
barrier to success, significance of functioning site 
councils, need for strengthening parent involvement 
in site decisions, the importance of principal and 
district level commitment, the impact of site-based 
decision-making, teacher association contracts, the 
power of decentralization of budgets, the effects of 
site council involvement in hiring decisions, the 
need for training site councils and concern for the 
lack of evaluation of site-based decision-making. 
Experts agree that a school needs a good deal of 
time to fully implement a site-based decision making model. 
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Mojkowski and Fleming (1988) indicated that to implement and 
institutionalize school-site management takes several years. 
They emphasized that while site-based management is a 
"revolutionary practice its implementation may need to be 
accomplished at an evolutionary pace" (Mojkowski and Fleming 
1988, 13). They added that while some tangible benefits are 
often realized early on, the ultimate goals of improved 
student performance and increased efficiency and produc¬ 
tivity may take much longer. 
A significant problem is whether or not principals 
view site-based management as a viable approach to improving 
the quality of their schools. If a period of years is 
required in order to actually measure the success of this 
approach, principals need to be in strong support to the 
model early on and committed to working toward its effec¬ 
tiveness over a long period of time. Do principals view 
site-based management as the best way to restructure educa¬ 
tion in the interest of providing a quality education to 
every student? If not, districts are making a huge mistake 
in adopting this model. Someone needs to ask principals 
what they think. 
As school districts adopt a site-based model, they 
rely more and more on the principal and school staff to make 
decisions. The role of central office staff shifts from 
oversight and compliance monitoring to training and support 
(Mojkowski and Fleming 1988). Whether principals and staff 
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as a whole are ready to embrace this additional decision¬ 
making authority is unclear. District central office staff 
and boards of education may adopt an approach with no regard 
for the principals' interests or enthusiasm for the change. 
The question is whether or not principals are content with 
the present administrative structure of their school dis¬ 
tricts. Since principals are key players in the implementa¬ 
tion of site-based management, school districts must include 
them in every phase. Their input must be solicited and 
utilized. Principals must be asked about their desire for 
change, factors they feel will affect the implementation of 
the change, and their present satisfaction with the adminis¬ 
trative structure of their school and school district. 
This study was designed to investigate the factors 
affecting the implementation of site-based management as 
perceived by principals, as well as implications for site 
preparation. Specifically, this study examined the five 
factors of (1) resistance to change, (2) shared decision 
making, (3) policies and procedures, (4) stakeholder 
support, and (5) professional development training, which 
are frequently highlighted in literature reviews. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of the study was to examine factors 
which affect the acceptance and implementation of site-based 
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management and implications for site preparation as per¬ 
ceived by principals prior to a school district's adoption 
of this vital educational reform. Specifically, this study 
examined five factors: (1) resistance to change, (2) shared 
decision making, (3) policies and procedures, (4) stake¬ 
holder support, and (5) professional development training. 
This study also explored whether gender, years of experi¬ 
ence, and school type (elementary, middle, or high school) 
influenced a principal's perception of site-based management 
and the five factors examined affecting its successful 
implementation. Further, the study concludes with a model 
for the implementation of site-based management. 
Distinguishing features of site-based management in 
terms of the variables--resistance to change, shared deci¬ 
sion making, policies and procedures, stakeholder support, 
and professional development training--are discussed. 
Issues, implications for site preparation, and recommenda¬ 
tions concerning the implementation of site-based management 
as a restructuring process are presented. Different 
research perspectives were presented to provide information 
to policy makers at different levels. Although there has 
been considerable attention given to the concept of site- 
based management over the past fifteen years, there has 
been little research on the principal's perception of site- 
based management and factors which may affect its implemen¬ 
tation prior to a school district's adoption of this vital 
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educational reform. The implications for site preparation 
evolved from this study will help to facilitate successful 
implementation of future site-based management initiatives. 
Background of the Problem 
Site-based management is the result of an evolution¬ 
ary process in the administration of school organizations. 
Originally, education in the United States was based on the 
home school with basic skills training for well-to-do 
families of the eighteenth century. The early nineteenth 
century was characterized by small, one-room schools taught 
by one teacher and supervised by a group of local citizens. 
This common school movement was organized and administered 
at the local level in order to keep the running of the 
schools close to the people. The responsiveness of local 
control eventually became cumbersome, however, and tended to 
"obscure the state's responsibility" in the education of its 
citizens (Pierce 1980, 7). 
As immigrants came to the United States with the 
Industrial Revolution, schools of the late 1800s and early 
1900s attempted to assimilate young foreigners into American 
culture. Education was no longer for the elite but for the 
masses and served the purpose of providing stability to 
society (Bull 1991). Education of these large numbers of 
students required schools to adopt a more formalized organ¬ 
izational structure. Centralized educational organizations 
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became more and more prevalent. According to Lindelow and 
Heynderickx (1989, 110), the coming of the industrial age 
meant "sweeping reforms to increase standardization and 
centralization . . . with a new emphasis on rote learning 
and obedience." 
Inherent in consolidation was increased authority 
for administrators and increased distance between managers 
and the public. Frederick Taylor's scientific management 
model, which emphasized increased production in factories at 
lower costs, became a model for school administration as 
well (Kliebard 1989). Thus, the efficiency of a larger, 
consolidated, bureaucratic model of operation widely used in 
the factories of the day became the accepted model for 
managing schools as well. This formal, hierarchical, and 
well-defined system of rules delineating lines of authority 
and superior-subordinate relationships became the organiza¬ 
tional design of school systems until the 1960s. During 
this period, increased centralization gave little, if any, 
authority to teachers or parents to influence educational 
policy. Innovations, methods, and curriculum were dominated 
by central office administrators and school boards (Pierce 
1980) . Lindelow and Heynderickx (1989, 110) described the 
erosion of local control of schools and increased central¬ 
ization as follows: 
Between 1920 and 1970, the management of educa¬ 
tion became increasingly centralized and insulated 
from community politics. As districts grew larger, 
school boards became smaller, and the representative 
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governance of the lay boards slowly melted away. As 
the reform movement progressed, the new central 
school boards transformed superintendents from 
clerks into major policy-makers. The autonomy of 
the building principal slowly eroded, so that the 
principals and not the superintendent became viewed 
as the "clerks." 
The launching of Sputnik in 1954 caused the public 
to look for a reason for America's apparent loss to the 
Russians in the space race. Focus turned to the quality of 
education in America's schools, and tremendous pressure to 
reform and improve our educational system occurred. Many 
reform movements and changes occurred in curriculum as well 
as in school and classroom organization. Notably, parents 
and communities began to assert an interest in the running 
of the schools once again. According to David (1989), 
interest in school-based management became popular in the 
form of decentralization and school-site budgeting during 
the 1960s and 1970s. She pointed out that its purpose at 
that time was somewhat different than present-day goals in 
the shift to this approach, however. At that time, the 
purpose of site-based management was to "give political 
power to local communities, increase administrative effi¬ 
ciency, or offset state authority" (David 1989, 45) . Site- 
based management's popularity in school administration 
today, however, is based on its perceived ability to improve 
the effectiveness and quality of schools and education as a 
whole. 
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The effective schools movement of the 1980s was also 
a driving force behind the recent interest in and enthusiasm 
for a site-based approach to the management of schools. The 
National Commission on Excellence in Education's 1983 pub¬ 
lication of the well-known report, A Nation at Risk, and the 
publication of the Carnegie Forum Report, A Nation Prepared: 
Teachers for the 21st Century, in 1986 spurred both the 
public and the education community itself to look for change 
and improvement. These two reports were highly critical of 
the present state of education in America and offered 
numerous recommendations for change. They established a 
mindset in the field of education that change was necessary. 
Following those reports, the publication of studies of char¬ 
acteristics of effective schools by researchers such as Ron 
Edmonds, Lawrence Lezotte, and Wilbur Brookover provided a 
set of characteristics by which individual schools and 
school districts could measure themselves and set goals for 
improvement. Some of the characteristics these researchers 
identified in effective schools were instructional leader¬ 
ship and focus, high expectations for student performance, 
measurement of student progress, a positive school climate, 
and parental involvement (Bull 1991). 
Donahoe (1993) described the characteristics of 
effective schools derived from the effective schools litera¬ 
ture (Edmonds 1979a, 1979b) as (1) strong leadership, (2) 
clear and ambitious goals, (3) strong academic programs, 
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(4) teacher professionalism, and (5) shared influence. It 
is important to note that these summaries of the character¬ 
istics of effective schools strongly support a site-based 
management approach. It is clear that it is individual 
schools themselves that are excellent, not school districts. 
This perspective had tremendous implications for the manage¬ 
ment of schools. Edmonds's (1979a, 1979b) research clearly 
identified the principal as the key to an effective school 
and implied that improvement of education in America must 
happen individual school by individual school. 
There were three factors which contributed to the 
popularity of site-based management: (l) nationally 
publicized reports alerted the public to the notion that 
schools needed to change, (2) researchers identified a set 
of specific characteristics which measured individual school 
effectiveness, and (3) the principal was identified as the 
key to an effective school. In fact, the research demon¬ 
strated that effective school districts in America relied on 
their principals and individual school staffs to make the 
difference. Site-based management is a philosophy which is 
well-aligned with these three factors because it gives key 
decisions and administrative functions traditionally 
reserved for central office personnel to the principals and 
staffs of individual schools. 
Herman and Herman (1993), researchers at the Univer¬ 
sity of Alabama, pointed to a growing movement among school 
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districts to adopt site-based management as one part of an 
overall reform or restructuring agenda. In fact, many 
school districts are feeling the push to adopt the approach 
from reform-minded state legislatures and state education 
departments. But, as their research showed, there was 
little uniformity from state to state--or from district to 
district, for that matter--in terms of turning theory into 
practice. There are, at best, "scattered patterns" of 
school-based management in forty-four states (see appendix 
A) . Most states encourage or permit the approach, but a 
few states--including Kentucky, Texas, and South Carolina-- 
now require the changeover to a decentralized school 
administration. 
The beauty of site-based management, its advocates 
say, is that each school can work on its own unique problems 
and solutions within the context of the unique culture of 
the school. Furthermore, each school can govern itself as 
it sees best. A Rand Corporation study of five major urban 
and suburban districts concluded, "Site-based management 
schools are likely to evolve over time and to develop dis¬ 
tinctive characters, goals, and operating styles" (Passow 
1989, 243) . 
Marburger (1985, 38-42) identified the following 
beliefs as the driving force behind SBM: 
People can be trusted. Those interested in and 
responsible for the education of children hold the 
welfare of those children in high regard. 
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People are more likely to change when they have a 
voice in what those changes will be. 
Those who are closest to where implementation will 
occur are in the best position to decide how imple¬ 
mentation should take place. 
Without bureaucratic interference, decisions are 
made more swiftly at the local level, and involving 
those affected brings more rapid and complete imple¬ 
mentation of solutions. 
Changing people's behavior is easier than altering 
their beliefs. If the structure of an organization 
is changed so that risk-taking and innovation are 
encouraged, people will behave accordingly. 
When people work together on common concerns, they 
lose the sense of being in separate camps. 
The resources for change and improvement are already 
in the school community. All we must do is release 
the energy that is now constrained. 
Parents are important contributors to the educa¬ 
tional success of their children. Involving stu¬ 
dents in decision-making gives them an opportunity 
to become responsible members of a democratic 
society. 
Many educators and researchers believe, as Clune and 
White (1988a, 15) expressed, "The closer a decision is made 
to a student served by the decision, the better it is likely 
to serve the student." Therefore, SBM--also referred to as 
site-based management, shared governance, autonomous school 
concept, and participative decision making--is now viewed by 
many educators as a viable alternative to a more centralized 
system. 
Site-based management places primary decision-making 
responsibility for administrative areas such as budget 
development and management, curriculum development and 
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implementation, personnel selection and assignment of staff, 
staff development goals and activities, school policy making 
and development, and facilities and operations management at 
the school building level rather than at the central office 
or district level. The assumption is that, as a result, the 
quality of education for students will be improved. 
The degree to which principals view the approach as 
effective in improving the quality of education for students 
at their individual schools is not well-documented. Neither 
is there much research which quantifies the degree to which 
site-based management is being implemented in any state or 
region. In addition, very little research was found that 
indicated which site-based administrative functions, if any, 
principals believe to have the most positive impact on the 
education of children and school management. Nor was much 
research found that indicated which functions principals 
and staff prefer to assume once a site-based approach is 
adopted. 
Assumptions are often made within a district that 
all schools, and therefore all principals, can assume the 
same site-based functions with equal competence and 
enthusiasm. No research has been found which supports or 
refutes this assumption. The question of whether or not 
principals need or desire training in any of the site-based 
management functions, as defined by the school district, 
needs to be asked. Principals' perceptions of factors which 
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affect the successful implementation of site-based manage¬ 
ment prior to its enactment by a school system must be 
evaluated. 
The previously highlighted barriers to and signifi¬ 
cant effects of site-based management as identified by 
involved staff and parents from across the country should be 
examined. The barriers identified include resistance to 
change, lack of time, lack of cooperation from some staff, 
lack of parental involvement, lack of resources, and 
inadequate training. The significant effects of site-based 
management include empowerment, increased participation, 
improved teamwork, parent involvement, and improvement of 
instruction (Brown 1990; Clune and White 1988a, 1988b, 
1988c; Mauriel and Lindquist 1989; Mojkowski and Fleming 
1988; Steele 1994). 
Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz (1990) concluded that 
educators and policymakers should reconsider the viability 
of site-based management as a true reform strategy. They 
believed that further research should seek to identify the 
conditions necessary for successful implementation of site- 
based management and that methods for continuous and system¬ 
atic evaluation of site-based management programs need to be 
developed. 
The assumption that site-based management will 
improve the quality of a school is not necessarily supported 
by research. Many erroneous beliefs are held about the 
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effectiveness of site-based management. More research is 
necessary in this area. Site-based management can be a 
vehicle for the improvement of school systems and individual 
schools. It is not in itself a school improvement method, 
however. Rather, the process of sharing decisions and 
providing local school autonomy can provide the climate and 
the autonomy necessary to make the changes within a school 
that will improve the quality of education for each of its 
students. 
Statement of the Problem 
This study focused on the factors of resistance to 
change, shared decision making, policies and procedures, 
stakeholder support, and professional development training 
and their effect on the implementation of site-based manage¬ 
ment as perceived by principals. The lack of research and 
planning prior to implementing or mandating site-based 
management has too often resulted in confusion on the part 
of educators nationwide (Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz 1990). 
According to Brown (1990) and O'Neil (1990), site-based 
management has been implemented in varying ways but has 
often resulted in principals viewing site-based management 
as a way of diminishing the position of leader, having been 
relegated to facilitator, operations manager, or building 
maintenance and resource supervisor. There does appear to 
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be some uncertainty about how principals perceive and 
practice site-based management. 
This study examined principals' perceptions of 
factors affecting the implementation of site-based manage¬ 
ment and their implications for site preparation. Failure 
of districts to provide specific guidelines on how to begin 
to implement site-based governance is an identified weakness 
in the approach, as is the lack of consensus among educators 
about what actually constitutes site-based management 
(Bradley 1990) . 
A search of the literature revealed a lack of 
empirical research on site-based management and appeared 
to encourage more field-based studies that deal with the 
dynamics of site-based management in schools. Thus, the 
need for further investigation of principals’ perceptions of 
factors affecting the successful implementation of site- 
based management warrants study. 
Significance of the Study 
First embraced by the business world, concepts such 
as decentralized management and shared decision making began 
to be applied in schools when educators and researchers 
detected growing dissatisfaction with the pattern of gover¬ 
nance that centralizes authority in the district office. As 
John Naisbitt (1988, 246) pointed out in Megatrends. "People 
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whose lives are affected by a decision must be part of the 
process of arriving at that decision." 
This study is framed by calls for educational reform 
from business and government leaders. These leaders assume 
that education can be reformed through site-based management 
and new forms of educational leadership. It seems reason¬ 
able to test this assumption. Furthermore, state legisla¬ 
tures are enacting legislation to mandate site-based 
management. If the results of this study support a rela¬ 
tionship between the implementation of site-based management 
in a school and resistance to change, shared decision mak¬ 
ing, policies and procedures, stakeholder support, and 
professional development training, then a number of policy 
implications could be warranted. Such policy implications 
may include restructuring of school governance, training for 
staff in shared decision making, the site-based management 
functions, and new decision making and leadership functions. 
The benefits of this study, then, are many. Under¬ 
standing the factors that principals perceive as affecting 
the implementation of an educational reform, specifically 
site-based management, is important. Such understanding 
will benefit school systems in their continuing attempts to 
understand the role of the principal in relation to his or 
her changing responsibilities when site-based management is 
adopted. Various universities will benefit in their efforts 
to provide the most current and timely training for present 
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and aspiring administrators. Principals will benefit as 
they try to understand their own feelings in relation to the 
changes taking place around them. A study of this nature 
will benefit the school district studied, the individual 
buildings, and the principals involved for all of the 
reasons cited above. This study will also be a record of 
what may happen to various personnel when site-based manage¬ 
ment is implemented. Finally, the information obtained will 
foster better implementation of new site-based management 
programs. 
Research Questions 
The purpose of this study was to examine principals' 
perceptions of factors affecting the implementation of site- 
based management and their implications for site prepara¬ 
tion. In an attempt to make determinations regarding their 
perceptions regarding their perceptions of the factors of 
resistance to change, shared decision making, policies and 
procedures, stakeholder support, and professional develop¬ 
ment training, the following research questions were 
addressed: 
1. Is there a relationship between resistance to 
change and successful implementation of site-based manage¬ 
ment as perceived by principals? 
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2. Is there a relationship between resistance to 
change and successful implementation of site-based manage¬ 
ment as perceived by principals based on gender? 
3. Is there a relationship between resistance to 
change and successful implementation of site-based manage¬ 
ment as perceived by principals based on years of experi¬ 
ence? 
4. Is there a relationship between resistance to 
change and successful implementation of site-based manage¬ 
ment as perceived by principals based on type of school 
(elementary, middle, or high school)? 
5. Is there a relationship between shared decision 
making and successful implementation of site-based manage¬ 
ment as perceived by principals? 
6. Is there a relationship between shared decision 
making and successful implementation of site-based manage¬ 
ment as perceived by principals based on gender? 
7. Is there a relationship between shared decision 
making and successful implementation of site-based manage¬ 
ment as perceived by principals based on years of experi¬ 
ence? 
8. Is there a relationship between shared decision 
making and successful implementation of site-based manage¬ 
ment as perceived by principals based on type of school 
(elementary, middle, or high school)? 
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9. Is there a relationship between policies and 
procedures and successful implementation of site-based 
management as perceived by principals? 
10. Is there a relationship between policies and 
procedures and successful implementation of site-based 
management as perceived by principals based on gender? 
11. Is there a relationship between policies and 
procedures and successful implementation of site-based 
management as perceived by principals based on years of 
experience? 
12. Is there a relationship between policies and 
procedures and successful implementation of site-based 
management as perceived by principals based on type of 
school (elementary, middle, or high school)? 
13. Is there a relationship between stakeholder 
support and successful implementation of site-based 
management as perceived by principals? 
14. Is there a relationship between stakeholder 
support and successful implementation of site-based 
management as perceived by principals based on gender? 
15. Is there a relationship between stakeholder 
support and successful implementation of site-based 
management as perceived by principals based on years of 
experience? 
16. Is there a relationship between stakeholder 
support and successful implementation of site-based 
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management as perceived by principals based on type of 
school (elementary, middle, or high school)? 
17. Is there a relationship between professional 
development training and successful implementation of site- 
based management as perceived by principals? 
18. Is there a relationship between professional 
development training and successful implementation of site- 
based management as perceived by principals based on gender? 
19. Is there a relationship between professional 
development training and successful implementation of site- 
based management as perceived by principals based on years 
of experience? 
20. Is there a relationship between professional 
development training and successful implementation of site- 
based management as perceived by principals based on type of 
school (elementary, middle, or high school)? 
Summary 
The concept of site-based management has been 
"gathering steam" in recent years. Site-based management is 
neither a new idea nor a single process. Rather, site-based 
management is one of many new terms used to describe an 
educational philosophy that has existed for decades that 
local control of the schools improves educational quality. 
The literature presented in Chapter I has shown that the 
idea of site-based management is not to replace the 
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principal as a school leader but, rather, to incorporate the 
principal into a decision-making team. The purpose of 
shared decision making is to improve school effectiveness, 
improve student learning, increase staff commitment, and 
ensure schools are responsive to student needs (Liontos 
1993) . 
Chapter I presented information on the educational 
reform of site-based management. The literature presented 
showed that individual school staffs, once tied to a central 
chain of command, are getting more power in planning their 
schools' futures. Several factors which may inhibit the 
successful implementation of site-based management were also 
highlighted. The fact that a school system's implementation 
of a reform, such as site-based management, with insuffi¬ 
cient research and planning prior to implementation has too 
often resulted in confusion on the part of educators was 
presented. The need for districts to provide specific 
guidelines on how to begin to implement site-based manage¬ 
ment was brought forth from the literature (Bradley 1990; 
Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz 1990). There is some uncertainty of 
principals' perceptions of factors affecting the successful 
implementation of site-based management and what implica¬ 
tions they have for future site preparation. 
The next chapter describes relevant literature to 
the study. The variables discussed are resistance to 
change, shared decision making, policies and procedures, 
stakeholder support, and professional development training 
and their effect on the successful implementation of site- 
based management as perceived by principals. Moderator 
variables of gender, years of experience, 
(elementary, middle, and high school) are 
and school type 
also considered. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
This literature review is presented in five sec¬ 
tions: Educational Reform, Site-Based Management, Factors 
Affecting Successful Implementation of Site-Based Manage¬ 
ment, Site-Based Management and Principals' Leadership 
Roles, and Site-Based Management and Professional Develop¬ 
ment Training. These components were chosen for the litera¬ 
ture review because of their occurrence in most of the 
current reform and change efforts in business and school 
cultures. From the Chicago Reform Act of 1989, to the 
Kentucky Reform Act of 1990, to Act 135 passed in 1994 in 
South Carolina, school reform has pushed for decentraliza¬ 
tion or site-based management. Decentralization or site- 
based management has significant implications for the 
leadership at the school level, hence the interest in 
specific components of site-based management and their 
implications for school leadership and site implementation. 
The literature review draws on ideas and research in the 
areas of site-based management and organizational change, 
shared decision making, stakeholder support, policies and 
procedures, and professional development training. A 
32 




Awareness of educational needs and new ways to meet 
these needs seldom come from within the educational setting 
(Owens 1970) . Educators generally became aware of these 
needs from external pressure. As Timar and Kirp (1987, 315) 
concluded, "Education in the United States, especially since 
World War II, has been subject to these episodic waves of 
public concern followed by periods of neglect." The nation 
became alarmed by the launching of the Russian satellite 
Sputnik in 1957. This was followed by the passage of the 
National Defense Education Act (NDEA) in 1958 to strengthen 
curriculum in American schools in the areas of mathematics, 
science, and foreign language. The space and the education 
race were launched. By the 1970s, call for educational 
reform produced little legislative change and less public 
support. 
The desire for educational reform in the recent 
past, however, has been accelerated by another nationwide 
demand for educational reform and accountability that has 
seen legislative and regulatory changes as well as loud 
public outcries in support of the proposed reforms. The 
late 1970s and early 1980s produced a number of such 
educational reports. These reports became known as the 
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first wave of educational reform. The best known of these 
reform reports was A Nation at Risk; The Imperative for 
Educational Reform (National Commission on Excellence in 
Education 1983). These reports were political statements. 
Their commonality was their assertion that American educa¬ 
tion was declining and American preeminence in the world 
community was in similar decline (Chubb 1988, National 
Commission on Excellence in Education 1983, Passow 1989), 
The first wave of reform reports frightened the public into 
concern about education in America. These reports provoked 
the desired response and generated national fear that the 
United States could no longer compete internationally on an 
industrial basis. Passow (1989) suggested that this equa¬ 
tion of the failure of America's schools with a declining 
economy and weakened national security triggered the current 
reform movement. 
The first wave of reform reports was similar in 
several ways. They called for educational excellence 
and raised educational standards. As Passow (1989, 16) 
indicated: 
Excellence came to mean "higher standards," which 
were defined as tougher academic requirements, 
reduction or elimination of electives (especially 
"soft subjects"), more mathematics and science, more 
homework, more tests, tighter discipline, and longer 
school days and school year. 
In response to this change impetus, state govern¬ 
ments legislated educational mandates. First-wave reform 
efforts were primarily regulatory in nature and far removed 
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from the schools. These implemented mandated changes were 
what Cuban (1988) referred to as first-order changes. 
First-order changes coincided with what came to be called 
the initial or first-wave reforms from 1982 to 1986 (Murphy 
and Evertson 1990). First-order changes tried to make what 
already existed more efficient, effective, and centralized 
without disturbing the basic organizational features of the 
schools. Lengthening the school day, increasing the number 
of credits for graduation, and increasing the number of 
credits required in math and science only reinforced tradi¬ 
tional structures and gave further legitimacy to existing 
school practices (Cuban 1988). Schools changed superfici¬ 
ally but essentially remained the same. 
The first wave of reform was typical of previous 
top-down measures initiated from somewhere above the school; 
the teacher and the classroom thus suffered from the inher¬ 
ent problems of top-down directives. Externally initiated 
changes diminished people's feelings of involvement. 
Educators felt isolated from those who imposed the changes. 
The roles of teachers and principals remained unchanged. 
Organizational power remained unchanged. It soon became 
apparent, as Chubb (1988, 49) concluded, that "efforts to 
improve the performance of schools without changing the way 
they are organized or the control they respond to will 
probably meet with no more than modest success; they are 
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even more likely to be undone." Thus, the first-wave reform 
reports were followed by a second wave of reform efforts. 
The second wave of reform was marked by the almost 
simultaneous publication of three major reports: Tomorrow1s 
Teachers (Holmes Group 1986), A Nation Prepared: Teachers 
for the 21st Century (Carnegie Forum on Education and the 
Economy 1986) , and Time for Results: The Governors' 19.91 
Report on Education (National Governors Association 1986). 
These reports spoke of teachers as the key to educational 
reform and school renewal. All three reports concerned 
themselves with changes in teachers, their preparation, and 
the conditions of teaching. These reports assumed that 
lasting school improvement would occur only when teachers 
become more involved in the decision-making process at the 
school site. These recommended changes were of the second 
order in that they called for a fundamental redesign of the 
educational process (Hawley 1988; Lieberman 1988a, 1988b; 
Murphy and Evertson 1990). Second-order changes, for 
example, might include such innovations as student-centered 
instruction, nongraded schools, team teaching, differen¬ 
tiated staffing, flexible scheduling, site-based management, 
and shared decision making. Until recently, efforts to 
initiate second-order changes have met with little, if any, 
success. 
Lortie (1988) agreed with the second-wave reform 
reports, arguing that for significant changes to take place 
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it was essential to change the activities of teachers in the 
classroom. Moreover, according to Cuban (1988) and others, 
for fundamental second-order changes to occur, basic social 
and political changes also needed to occur outside of 
schools as well as inside schools. Such problems include 
single-parent families, alcoholism, suicide, drug abuse, 
child abuse, sexually transmitted diseases, teenage preg¬ 
nancy, dropouts, students working, and so forth. In addi¬ 
tion, these changing demographics and economics affect the 
composition of classrooms, support for education, and what 
children need to learn. Problems of the community became 
the problems of the individual school. To transform educa¬ 
tion, the daily problems of society and students must be 
addressed before greater success can be achieved academic¬ 
ally by students. 
A shift in focus occurred between the first and 
second waves of reform. While the first wave was punctuated 
by a variety of legislation, regulations, and mandates, the 
second wave of reform failed to mention government involve¬ 
ment and placed the impetus for change with the teachers in 
the schools. The assumption of most second-wave reform 
efforts, according to Hallinger and Richardson (1988, 229), 
was that "lasting school improvement would occur when 
teachers became more involved in professional decision 
making at the school site." Moreover, evidence exists that 
if reform efforts are to be successful, they must be 
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initiated and implemented at the school site. Louis (1986, 
34) found that: 
under the right circumstances, change orchestrated 
at the school level has a significant chance of 
making a difference. . . . Our best bet for improv¬ 
ing schools lies not with fine-tuning state reforms 
(although some of these are, of course, necessary) 
but with stimulating individual schools to change 
and providing them with appropriate assistance. A 
number of studies suggest that both process assis¬ 
tance (help in guiding the school's progress through 
the change programs) and specialized training (to 
provide staff with new skills) is needed to imple¬ 
ment significant change. 
Also implicit in the second-wave reform efforts was 
the notion of empowerment. Lagana (1989, 53) defined 
empowerment as : 
a process in which a person or persons are given the 
opportunity to take risks and to compete without 
repercussions of failure. ... It means loosening 
control over what people do, but gaining a wider 
span of control over information and outcomes. 
Although the term became synonymous in the literature with 
the empowerment of teachers, here the term empowerment was 
also meant to include the building principal. Bolin (1989, 
84) commented: 
School administrators have more occasion than any 
other school personnel to feel the tension between 
encroaching demands of a bureaucracy that seems to 
be out of control and what they would like the 
school to become. As moral agents, administrators 
too must have the freedom to be responsible. 
Empowerment is not a concept that ought to be 
reserved for one group at the expense of another. 
The inclusion of the principal is important because teachers 
and principals simultaneously and similarly encounter new 
role definitions and relationships in the face of change. 
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The call for reform by the numerous national reports 
did nothing more than add to the already growing feelings of 
role confusion and ambiguity on the part of the building 
principal, not to mention the fact that most of the reforms 
did not have an instant success. The early reform efforts 
failed for the most part because they only addressed the 
symptoms of the problems; in addition, they demanded complex 
changes that could not be quickly implemented. The failure 
of both first-wave and second-wave reforms to bring about 
visible change, combined with the above-mentioned growing 
awareness of the need for fundamental change, moves one 
toward the understanding that the individual school and the 
people associated with it hold the greatest potential for 
change. 
Site-Based Management 
Site-based management is neither a new idea nor a 
single process. Rather, site-based management is one of 
many new terms used to describe as educational philosophy 
that has existed for decades : that local control of the 
schools improves educational quality. Site-based management 
is a philosophy or method of structuring school districts 
and individual schools to ensure that decision making occurs 
at a level in the organization closest to those actually 
affected by the decision. For schools, this implies that 
the closer those who make decisions are to the students 
40 
affected by a decision, the better the decisions are likely 
to serve the student (Clune and White 1988a). Site-based 
management places primary decision-making responsibility for 
administrative areas at the school building level rather 
than at the central office or district level. The assump¬ 
tion is that, as a result, the quality of education for 
students will be improved. 
Lindelow (1981) defined site-based management as a 
system of educational administration in which the school is 
the primary unit of educational decision making. Spear 
(1995) defined site-based management as a well-planned 
process of participatory decision making in which many deci¬ 
sions concerning budget, educational strategies, personnel, 
and school organization are made at the school site level. 
This decentralized form of governance allows district 
administrators and school boards to shift decisions to 
individual schools and involve teachers, principals, par¬ 
ents, community members, and, where appropriate, students. 
There are several other commonly used terms in the litera¬ 
ture which can be considered synonymous with site-based 
management: shared decision making, school-based manage¬ 
ment, decentralization, participative management, school- 
site management, school-site autonomy, school-centered 
management, school restructuring, school-based budgeting, 
responsible autonomy, shared governance, the autonomous 
school concept, and administrative decentralization. 
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Site-based management creates an avenue for the 
input of administrators, teachers, support staff, parents, 
and the community--people with first-hand knowledge of the 
issues. Since educators at the school level are most 
familiar with the unique abilities and needs of their 
students, they can provide and design better services and 
programs for students then a removed central office staff. 
Proponents of site-based management also contend that par¬ 
ticipation in decision making instilled a sense of ownership 
involved in the school and improved teachers' morale and 
motivation by formally recognizing the merit of their pro¬ 
fessional opinions. Finally, advocates contended that 
improvement plans would be locally developed and specific, 
with clear lines of responsibility established for the 
program elements. 
The philosophy of site-based management (SBM) can be 
summed up in the following way: "The closer a decision is 
made to a student served by the decision, the better it is 
likely to serve the student" (Clune and White 1988b, 15). 
SBM is now viewed by many educators as a viable alternative 
to a more centralized system. Wohlstetter and Briggs (1994, 
16) explained: "There are efficiency reasons for using 
school-based management. People at the school site know the 
students best." 
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There are several very promising advantages to 
SBM. Proponents of SBM argue that it may accomplish the 
following: 
1. Facilitate the development of positive teacher 
attitudes toward school leaders. 
2. Increase teacher commitment to school goals and 
objectives, thereby increasing teacher morale and reducing 
absenteeism and turnover. 
3. Have a positive effect on the relationship 
among schools, parents, and community members because 
involvement tends to strengthen public confidence in 
schools. 
4. Provide better programs for students because 
resources will be available to directly match student needs. 
5. Ensure higher quality decisions because they 
are made by groups instead of individuals. 
6. Clarify organizational goals. 
7. Support staff creativity and innovation. 
8. Generate public confidence. 
9. Focus accountability for decisions. 
10. Bring both financial and instructional 
resources in line with the instructional goals developed in 
each school. 
11. Nurture and stimulate new leaders at all 
levels. 
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achievement. Midgley and Wood (1993, 252) concluded that 
SBM needs to be seen as "an important process for achieving 
substantive school reform" rather than an end in itself. 
Site-based management may be the most significant 
reform of the decade--a potential force for empowering 
educators and communities. Virtually no two people agree on 
what it is, how to do it, or even why to do it. Kentucky 
requires virtually every school to have a site-based council 
with three teachers, two parents, and the principal and 
endows councils with considerable fiscal and policy author¬ 
ity. Maryland and Texas require schools to have school- 
based decision-making teams but, in contrast to Kentucky, do 
not specify their composition or legally transfer authority 
from the district to the school. In Chicago, state law 
places significant authority in the hands of local school 
councils and defines their composition: six parents, two 
community representatives, two teachers, and the principal. 
In Cincinnati, reorganization and downsizing of the central 
office has shifted considerable responsibility, but no 
additional legal authority, to school principals. Colorado 
governor Roy Romer initiated site-based management in Denver 
as part of stalled contract negotiations between the school 
district and the teachers' association and required a busi¬ 
ness representative on each council. In Memphis, site-based 
management never got beyond a small pilot phase. In Dade 
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County, Florida, the pilot was expanded but in a much weaker 
form. 
These are only a few examples. According to Ogawa 
and White (1994), one-third of all school districts had some 
version of site-based management between 1986 and 1990. 
Since 1990, at least five states have "jumped on the band¬ 
wagon." During the same time, more than twenty states have 
passed legislation to create charter schools--individual 
schools that are de facto site-based managed, even though 
they do not carry that title. All this activity excludes 
individual schools that have instituted reforms but have 
not been delegated authority by their district or state, 
although some of these may be excellent models of democratic 
decision making. 
Reasons for initiating site-based management run the 
gamut, yet virtually all are cloaked in the language of 
increasing student achievement. To some people, site-based 
management is a governance reform designed to shift the 
balance of authority among schools, districts, and the 
state. To others, site-based management is a political 
reform initiated to broaden the decision-making base, either 
within the school, the larger community, or both. Yet 
another premise for site-based management as an educational 
reform is that the way to enhance student learning is to let 
education professionals make the important professional 
decisions. 
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Although site-based management appears in many 
guises, at its core is the idea of participatory decision 
making at the school site. Despite all the variations in 
rationale, its main stated objective is to enhance student 
achievement. Participatory decision making and school 
improvement are presumed to be related, but that is not 
always the case. 
Factors Affecting, successful Implementstism 
of Site-Baaed.. Management 
Organizational Change 
Our society is an organizational society. We 
are born in organizations, and most of us spend much 
of our lives working for organizations. We spend 
much of our leisure time paying, playing, and 
praying in organizations. Most of us will die in an 
organization, and when the time comes for burial, 
the largest organization of all--the state--must 
grant official permission. (Etzioni 1964, 1) 
For principals, the unit of organization is the 
school setting, since much of a school principal's life 
focuses in and around the school. The better they under¬ 
stand this organization, the more effective they can be in 
helping it remain healthy in the face of inevitable change. 
To better understand and help the organization, principals 
must clarify how they experience and are affected by change. 
In short, the essence of change for the individual is how it 
is realized on a personal level (Fullan 1982) . 
In addition, the individual's identity, sense of 
competence, and self-concept are also at stake. Individuals 
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have feelings and perceptions about themselves, the world 
around them, and how they see themselves interacting with 
that world. Whether principals examine these perceptions in 
light of their roles in relation to change is another ques¬ 
tion. However, when people are forced to assume new roles 
in the face of change, they have no choice but to wonder 
about their emerging roles. In addition, the experience 
of such role changes is intertwined with other aspects of 
the school as an organization and with the school as a 
community of interacting people. To understand the inter¬ 
play between life in an organization and the personal 
reality of change, a person must first look at what change 
means at the organizational level. 
Louis (1991) identified four key factors that affect 
organizational change: (1) the characteristics of the 
change innovation, (2) the internal context of the school/ 
school district, (3) the external context of the school/ 
school district, and (4) the change process. In examining 
the change process, this study specifically considered the 
implications of change for the principal as perceived by 
principals. 
Firestone and Corbett (1988) identified four charac¬ 
teristics of an implementation innovation: (1) There must 
be a need; (2) the innovation must be clear in purpose and 
procedure; (3) the complexity of the innovation must be 
considered; and (4) the practicality, or the extent to which 
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an innovation is capable of being put into practice, must be 
examined. Therefore, for principals to be the educational 
leaders or change agents in the implementation of the change 
innovations, they must see the need for the innovation, have 
a clear definition of the innovation and its parameters, 
understand the innovation, and have a sense that the innova¬ 
tion is implementable. 
Underlying all assumptions about implementable inno¬ 
vations must be the knowledge that there are no universal 
rules for changing organizations (Firestone and Corbett 
1988), that change is multidimensional (Fullan 1982), and 
that a mandated innovation is often as effective as any 
other innovation (Louis and Miles 1990). In addition, there 
must be an awareness that there are conditions that might 
not be able to be changed, that a better approach might be 
to use different strategies in different situations, and 
that "any particular change effort is deeply conditioned by 
the state of the system in which it takes place" (Miles 
1965, 225) . 
It is important, therefore, that when organizational 
change is planned, these assumptions be taken into consider¬ 
ation and that the organizational makeup be studied for 
conditions that might negatively affect implementation. 
Bolman and Deal (1994) suggested that an organization's 
makeup consists of four key dimensions--individual, struc¬ 
tural, political, and cultural--and that these dimensions 
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are interdependent. Interdependence implies that if one 
dimension is changed, the others, of necessity, will like¬ 
wise be changed. Building principals are required to attend 
to all of these dimensions on a personal as well as on a 
professional level. They must understand their own feelings 
about the change innovation and their roles in the change 
process. If principals are to orchestrate the implementable 
innovations, they must understand that their roles are not 
immune to change. Principals must become active in the 
change process, rather than reactive or resistant. 
It is imperative, then, that individuals involved in 
change upgrade their skills and knowledge through training, 
inservice, and staff development. Changing schools struc¬ 
turally means altering people's roles and restructuring 
traditional authority; changing schools politically means 
the reallocation of power and human resources; changing 
schools culturally means articulating and clarifying values. 
Addressing and changing any one of these dimensions will 
have implications for the roles of all the stakeholders 
involved, but the greatest role implications may be for 
principals because of their self-perception as the educa¬ 
tional leader of the school. 
The roles and responsibilities of educators in 
reform or change are exceeding complex. Fullan (1993) had 
eight lessons which evolved from his study of the new 
paradigm of dynamic change: 
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Lesson l: You can't mandate what matters. The more 
complex the change, the less you can force it. 
Lesson 3; Change is a journey, not a blueprint. 
Change is nonlinear, loaded with uncertainty and excitement, 
and sometimes perverse. 
Lesson 3: Problems are our friends. Problems are 
inevitable, and you cannot learn without them. 
Lesson 4: vision and strategic planning come later. 
Premature visions and planning bind. 
Lesson 5: Individualism and collectivism must have 
equal power. There are no one-sided solutions to isolation 
and group thought. 
Lesson 6; Neither centralization nor decentraliza¬ 
tion works. Both top-down and bottom-up strategies are 
necessary. 
Lesson 7; Connection with the wider environment is 
critical for success. The best organizations learn extern¬ 
ally as well as internally. 
Lesson 8: Every person is a change agent. Change 
is too important to leave to the experts. Personal mind set 
and mastery is the ultimate protection. 
Suffice it to say that implementable change needs 
strong leadership and the support of the building principal 
to be successful. Change will take place. The key to 
successful organizational change, as opposed to controlled 
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drift, is that change must be orchestrated by educational 
leaders, including the building principal. 
Shared Decision Making 
Shared decision making is an elusive, complex con¬ 
cept that is difficult to grasp. It involves fundamental 
changes in the way schools are managed, including the roles 
and relationships of all members of the school community. 
One key to successfully implementing shared decision making 
is building consensus about what the process is. Bauer 
(1992, 27) provided a working definition of shared decision 
making : 
Shared decision making is a process designed to 
push education decisions to the school level, where 
those closest to the children may apply their exper¬ 
tise in making decisions that will promote school 
effectiveness and ensure that the most appropriate 
services are provided to students and the school 
community. Shared decision-making is an ongoing 
process of making decisions in a collaborative 
manner. 
The literature, observations, and research in the 
area of site-based management point to several components 
where decisions should be focused at the site level. These 
areas include selecting and assigning personnel, organizing 
and managing resources, articulating a shared mission, roles 
and responsibilities of participants in shared decision 
making, determining professional development, and evaluation 
of site-based management and its relationship to school 
52 
effectiveness (Bergman 1992, Fullan and Mills 1992, Lindelow 
and Heynderickx 1989). 
Selecting and Assigning Personnel 
Selecting and assigning personnel implies that an 
appointed committee will join the principal in making con¬ 
sensus choices in all staffing decisions. The reviews 
continue to be mixed in this area. The 1990 Kentucky Educa¬ 
tion Reform Act (KERA) provided for broad-based community 
involvement in hiring decisions. The KERA established a new 
governance structure which includes a school council com¬ 
posed of teacher and parent representatives who participate 
in decision making. Meter (1994) revealed that 680 of 1,370 
schools in Kentucky have voted to implement site-based 
management councils mandated by the 1990 KERA. The councils 
have or share sixteen functions of school governance. One 
of the functions is the selection and assignment of person¬ 
nel, both certified and noncertified. Additionally, the 
councils have the authority to hire principals from a list 
provided by the superintendent. The roles, however, have 
remained ambiguous in the area of personnel issues (Lindle 
and Schrock 1993). 
In a survey by the American School Board Journal 
(Gaul 1994), 56 percent of respondents cited site-based 
management policies which give the school level more auton¬ 
omy for personnel decisions. Stevenson's (1991) survey of 
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school superintendents in South Carolina revealed only 25 
percent of the school systems allowed teacher participation 
in personnel selection. 
In a study of Chicago school reform (Bryk et al. 
1994), over 400 principals and 12,000 teachers were surveyed 
to discover what had happened since the passage of the 
Chicago School Reform Act of 1989. In most sites, the local 
school council had the authority to hire and fire personnel, 
including the principal. Few of the principals who were in 
place when the act was implemented remain in their positions 
today. 
In a longitudinal study of twelve high schools in 
eleven states (Weiss 1992), it was determined that the 
percentage of involvement at the school site in hiring and 
firing of personnel was 12 percent in the schools with site- 
based management. The percentage was about the same in 
schools that did not practice site-based management. 
The 1990 administration of the Carnegie Study asked 
teachers to rate their involvement in selecting personnel. 
The percentage saying their involvement was moderate to deep 
was 10 percent for the nation (Carnegie Foundation for the 
Advancement of Teaching 1990). 
The practice of site-level or school-level selec¬ 
tion and assignment of personnel appears to be not very 
widespread. Perhaps due to union negotiations, legal 
parameters, and local policy, selection and assignment of 
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personnel may continue to be a controversial area of site- 
based management. Additionally, the long-standing hier¬ 
archical nature of the school and school system may be a 
hindrance to implementation of personnel selection practices 
at the school level. 
Organizing and Managing Resources 
Organizing and managing resources promotes the prac¬ 
tice of principal and staff involvement through consensus 
decision making on the use of the resources at the school or 
site level. This component of shared decision making could 
include involvement in curriculum decisions, control of 
instructional materials, budget decisions, and other 
resources based at the school site. In a 1986 survey by 
The Instructor of 8,000 teachers surveyed in a nationwide 
sample (Gaul 1994), 30 percent of the respondents reported 
they were involved in basic decisions concerning textbooks 
and supplementary materials. In a more recent survey by the 
American School Board Journal (Gaul 1994), 53 percent of the 
respondents indicated that local schools have input into 
budget decisions, and 62 percent of the respondents indi¬ 
cated site-based control of the curriculum. Areas with less 
than 50 percent local control were maintenance (49 percent), 
cafeteria (42 percent), and transportation (33 percent) 
decisions. 
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Hoyle (1992) related an example of site-based 
management concerning curriculum. The school site abolished 
ninth-grade honors English and math after a very careful 
study of all related instructional issues. However, due to 
vocal parents upset with the decision, the school board 
reversed the decision. In another example, Mentall (1993) 
discussed a school site that lengthened the school day and 
had success in improving student achievement and lowering 
the dropout rate. 
Weiss's (1992) study of traditional and site-based 
management schools found curriculum decisions were the 
highest area of involvement by teachers in both types of 
schools. Decisions with the fewest number of occurrences 
were in the areas of facilities, equipment, and food 
service. Hart (1994) suggested that teachers will expend 
little effort in decision-making areas that they do not feel 
are connected with the central function of schooling: 
teaching and learning. Since areas such as food service and 
transportation are often controlled by state and federal 
regulations, teacher involvement in these areas may hold 
little significance for the study of site-based management. 
Weiss's (1992) study found no difference in the 
amount of involvement of traditional or site-based manage¬ 
ment schools in curriculum or instructional resources 
decision making. In fact, site-based management schools 
tended to delay decisions and be conservative in approaches 
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when compared to the traditional schools' top-down imple¬ 
mentation method. 
The site-based management movement encourages 
the involvement of teachers in organizing and managing 
resources. Curriculum decisions appear to have the highest 
rate of incidence. However, due to the nature of site-based 
management schools, reforms in this area are mixed. This is 
possibly due to the ability of teachers in site-based 
management schools to choose to reject, modify, compromise, 
or put on hold innovative decisions regarding curriculum or 
instructional practices. Wehlage, Smith, and Lipman (1992), 
in their study of the New Futures Initiative, promoted the 
premise that teacher involvement in decision making con¬ 
cerning the organization and management of resources will 
improve the effectiveness of the school. However, there are 
several factors that emerge which offer reasons for teachers 
not being involved in decision making or for teachers not 
supporting decision making in the area of organizing and 
managing resources. 
One reason that teachers are not involved in deci¬ 
sion making most often cited in the literature is the school 
or school system's unwillingness to redistribute existing 
resources (Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz 1990). Teachers often 
feel that their input is trivial or just a "rubber stamp" of 
decisions the system has already made concerning resources. 
Teachers will participate in decision making concerning 
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organizing and managing resources if they feel that the 
decisions will have a direct impact on the learning environ¬ 
ment (Hart 1992). However, if the decisions are merely 
implementation of decisions already made, teachers will 
express contempt for the process. 
Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz (1990) further explained 
that teachers often see organizing and managing resource 
decisions as merely supporting what the principal desires. 
Principals yield considerable authority by their ability to 
control meetings, set agendas for meetings, and subtly wield 
their positional power if teachers do not support their 
positions on decisions regarding resources. 
Finally, teachers express lack of time for decision 
making, little or no training in shared decision-making 
processes, lack of information upon which to base decisions, 
complexity of problems relating to resources, and frustra¬ 
tion of fiscal constraints as reasons for not wanting to be 
involved in decisions regarding the organization and manage¬ 
ment of resources (Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz 1990). 
Fullan (1993) supported the belief that budgets and 
resources should be organized around student learning. 
However, the hierarchical nature of schools usually requires 
funding be focused on facilities, transportation, cafeteria, 
salary, and other major financial outlays. Funding for 
textbooks, instructional materials, and improvement of 
instruction comes if there are funds remaining. 
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The 1990 administration of the Carnegie Survey asked 
teachers to rate their involvement in curriculum and budget 
decisions (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teach¬ 
ing 1990). For the nation, the percentage saying their 
involvement was moderate to deep in decisions regarding 
curriculum was 64 percent, and their involvement in budget 
decisions was 20 percent. 
Site-based management cannot occur without signifi¬ 
cant redirection of the management and control of resources. 
Teachers and parents will not become meaningfully involved 
in decisions regarding resources unless the decisions have 
an impact on the central mission of education: teaching and 
learning. 
Articulating a Shared Mission 
Articulating a shared mission promotes the collabor¬ 
ation of the entire staff to develop, adopt, and espouse the 
school's mission. Goldman and O'Shea (1990) stated that 
before change can occur, a district-wide vision must be 
developed. Fullan (1993) stressed that the vision cannot be 
a top-down statement. A premature vision can blind the 
organization to needed changes. A collaborative effort of 
teachers and administrators in adopting this vision or 
mission statement allows teachers to assume a new leadership 
role which includes accountability and trust. Karafotis 
(1990) suggested that teacher involvement in the process 
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12. Increase both the quantity and quality of 
communication. 
13. Lead to improved student academic achievement. 
Myers (1993) said that there are also liabilities 
with site-based management. Participatory decision making 
sometimes creates frustration and is often slower than more 
autocratic methods. Principals and teachers are left with 
less time to devote to other aspects of their jobs. Members 
of the school community must also beware of expectations 
that are too high. Teachers and community members who 
participate in the councils may need training in all SBM 
areas. Myers (1993) summarized by saying: 
SBM must have the strong support of school staff. 
SBM is more successful if it is implemented gradu¬ 
ally. It may take 5 years or more to implement SBM. 
School and district staff must be given administra¬ 
tive training, but also must learn how to adjust to 
new roles and channels of communication. 
Financial support must be provided to make training 
and time for regular staff meetings available. 
Central office administrators must transfer author¬ 
ity to principals, and principals in turn must share 
this authority with teachers and parents. 
Literature of shared decision making is inconclu¬ 
sive. Some studies concluded that shared decision making is 
imperative as it relates to school improvement and account¬ 
ability. However, other studies suggest that school cli¬ 
mate, principal leadership, and staff development played a 
more important role in school improvement and student 
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will strengthen the teaching profession. Schools that 
encourage teacher involvement in developing a shared mission 
will, however, be required to give teachers greater access 
to information and encourage more teacher participation in 
the decision-making process. This makes it imperative that 
teachers and administrators work toward common school goals. 
Faidley and Musser (1989) stated that the leader must also 
build commitment to the vision. This can be done most 
effectively by involving staff in determining how to reach 
the vision. 
Stevenson's (1991) survey of South Carolina superin¬ 
tendents found 78 percent had delegated some responsibility 
for instructional priorities to the school level. However, 
delegating responsibility for the mission and vision to the 
school site does not necessarily ensure the compatibility of 
the school mission to site-based management practices. 
Taylor and Teddlie (1992) surveyed thirty-three schools in 
districts throughout the nation that were known for their 
site-based management programs. In almost every case, it 
seemed that the mission of the school was ancillary to prac¬ 
tices of site-based management. 
"Visions are necessary for success but few concepts 
are as misunderstood and misapplied in the change process" 
(Fullan 1993, 28). Visions and mission statements evolve by 
involving stakeholders in reflective experiences. Involve¬ 
ment in the action of change allows stakeholders to discuss 
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and develop the vision or mission of the organization. This 
discussion and action is essential to the success of devel¬ 
oping a shared vision for the organization (Fullan 1993) . 
Senge (1990) supported the concept of merging personal and 
organizational visions into a shared vision. People may 
comply with top-down or organizational vision; however, 
commitment will not occur without generative learning by 
people who are excited about a vision they truly want to 
accomplish. Beckhard and Pritchard (1992) recommended 
vision-driven change by four aspects : create and set the 
vision, communicate the vision, build commitment to the 
vision, and organize people and what they do so that they 
are aligned to the vision. Beer, Eisenstat, and Spector 
(1990) concluded people learn new patterns through their 
interaction with others on the job rather than through the 
programmatic approach supported by Beckhard and Pritchard 
(1992). Fullan (1993, 30) summed it up: "Ownership cannot 
be achieved in advance of learning something new." 
A shared vision and mission is essential to the 
success of school reform efforts such as site-based manage¬ 
ment. However, the development of the vision and mission is 
an active process. A truly shared sense of purpose cannot 
occur unless teachers are actively engaged in discussion, 
implementation of changes, and reflection on attempted 
reform efforts. True reform in schools must focus on the 
central mission of schools: teaching and learning. Visions 
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and missions that do not have teaching and learning at the 
center will not produce needed reforms. Also, the reality 
of mission and vision efforts is that "a shared sense of 
purpose and related concerted action is something to move 
toward and is never fully achieved" (Fullan 1993, 64) . 
Roles and Responsibilities 
The site-based management component describing roles 
and responsibilities of participants in shared decision 
making promotes the use of consensus by principal and staff 
in redefining roles and responsibilities in the decision¬ 
making process. Stevenson (1991) emphasized the importance 
of participants in site-based management understanding their 
roles and responsibilities. However, the actual implementa¬ 
tion of site-based management appears to have focused on 
superficial functions not necessarily related to the true 
mission of the school. Changing the roles and responsibil¬ 
ities of students in learning and teachers in teaching 
appears to have not been the focus of most site-based 
management efforts. 
Weiss's (1992) study of site-based management 
schools and traditional schools revealed that site-based 
management schools spend a considerable amount of time and 
effort involved with defining the decision process itself. 
Even after three or four years of site-based management 
practices, a significant amount of decisions have to be 
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made about functioning procedures and allocations of 
responsibilities. 
The difficulty in defining roles and responsibil¬ 
ities in reform efforts such as site-based management may 
reside in the problems of educational change. "A new mind¬ 
set about educational change is needed" (Fullan 1993, 26) . 
The school or organization must become a learning organiza¬ 
tion (Fullan 1993, Fullan and Mills 1992, Senge 1990). 
Both the district and the school have distinctive 
roles to perform in a site-based management system, and only 
when they work collaboratively can site-based management be 
truly successful. Decision-making authority must be propor¬ 
tionately distributed among the stakeholders: school board 
members, superintendents and other district officials, 
principals, counselors, teachers, parents, and community 
members. Some also feel student participation is essential, 
particularly in high schools. 
The school board. The board's roles are as follows: 
setting and revising policies to promote and support site- 
based management, determining district priorities, monitor¬ 
ing the site-based management program's success, interfacing 
with senior governments, and serving as public advocates for 
site-based management. 
The district office and superintendent. The key 
word that describes the administration's role in site-based 
management is "facilitate." Because the administration no 
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longer has control over expenditures, curriculum, and per¬ 
sonnel, district office administrators facilitate instead of 
control schools' actions by formulating and defining the 
district's general policies and objectives. 
Kowalski and Oates (1993) said that under site-based 
management, superintendents must have the following leader¬ 
ship skills: (1) instructional leadership, or having the 
qualities of fairness, communication, visibility, high 
expectations, and a sense of priority; (2) transformational 
leadership, or helping others solve problems together; and 
(3) visionary leadership, or envisioning a new system of 
education. In addition, the superintendent must have the 
following characteristics, said Kowalski and Oates (1993) : 
good listening skills, trust-building skills, the ability to 
be a change agent, conflict-management skills, and risk¬ 
taking skills. 
The principal. At the building level, the principal 
is usually the key figure in SBM. "If principals didn't 
exist before school-based management, they'd have to be 
created to carry out the system, " said an SBM task force 
member (American Association of School Administrators et al. 
1988) . In SBM, principals not only have increased respon¬ 
sibility but also increased accountability. 
According to Clune and White (1998c), the principal 
in an SBM system has more authority and responsibility in 
three areas: school programs, shared governance, and 
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district decision making. Wohlstetter and Briggs (1994) 
listed the principal's "emerging roles" under SBM as: 
designer/champion of involvement structures, by developing 
and empowering decision-making teams; motivator/manager of 
change, by encouraging staff development; and liaison to the 
outside world, by bringing to the school new ideas and 
research about teaching and learning. 
Counselors. The school counselor has important 
functions within the site-based management structure. 
First, the counselor should make every effort to become a 
member of the school council. School counselors have the 
negotiating and process skills which can assist in facil¬ 
itating the work group. They also have a unique perspective 
on the total educational process in a school because, not 
being in the hierarchy of authority, they hear the real 
issues of teachers, students, parents, and administrators. 
This comprehensive perspective, combined with human rela¬ 
tions skills, has always made school counselors consider 
themselves to be change agents. Historically, that change 
has been related to helping an individual become aware of 
behaviors or attitudes that might be affecting his/her 
success and then guiding that individual into a new way of 
acting or thinking. This skill is transferable to affecting 
change in the learning environment or the school climate. 
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Change is the heart of educational reform. School coun¬ 
selors need to position themselves as facilitators of that 
change (Perry 1992). 
Teachers. Teacher empowerment and accountability 
are major ingredients of site-based management. Teachers 
influence decisions by participating in planning, develop¬ 
ing, monitoring, and improving instructional programs within 
the school. Teachers help to set goals, identify programs 
and practices necessary to achieve school goals, collect and 
interpret data related to the goals, and assist the princi¬ 
pal in managing resources to ensure their improvement plans 
are successful. 
In a study of the New Futures Initiative, Wehlage, 
Smith, and Lipman (1992) found there was no change in the 
working relationship of teachers. While more time was 
allocated for meeting, there was little focus on curriculum 
or student performance issues. The initiative did not 
provide for development of new roles and new learning for 
teachers. Although formal structures were changed, the 
norms, habits, skills, and beliefs of teachers did not 
change. 
Taylor and Teddlie's (1992) study of thirty-three 
schools in districts recognized for their site-based manage¬ 
ment initiatives revealed higher levels of participation in 
decision making by teachers. However, there were few, if 
any, significant changes in teaching strategies. Also, 
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there was little teacher collaboration. Changing the 
structure for decision making had not affected the autonomy 
of teachers in the classroom. 
Weiss (1992) found more involvement of teachers in 
participatory decision making; however, few decisions were 
made to improve curriculum and teaching. In Easton's (1991) 
study of the Chicago School Reform Act, there was more 
involvement by teachers in the decision-making process but 
few, if any, changes in teaching practices. Berend's (1992) 
national study of 123 schools revealed that only 23 percent 
had addressed the critical components of student experiences 
and governance. 
Hart and Murphy (1990) stated that the significance 
of the types of tasks teachers are asked to do in site-based 
management is mostly superficial attempts at school reform. 
Ford (1992) agreed that the emphasis on structure and legal¬ 
ities of site-based management often prevents teachers from 
focusing on teaching and learning. 
Fullan (1993) stressed the importance of the role of 
change agent for teachers and the responsibility of moral 
purpose for teachers. The teacher's role of change agent 
requires personal vision, inquiry, mastery, and collabora¬ 
tion. Teachers must have a personal vision linked to the 
moral purpose of schools, which is suggested to be societal 
improvement. Teachers must examine and reexamine their 
purpose for becoming teachers and develop their personal 
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vision. Secondly, through inquiry, teachers must explore 
and continuously question their beliefs and practices. The 
concept of continuous learning is critical to the success of 
the individual and the organization (Fullan and Hargreaves 
1991) . Inquiry must be followed by mastery. "People must 
behave their way into new ideas and skills, not just think 
their way into them" (Fullan 1993, 26). Finally, postmodern 
society requires collaboration on both a small and a large 
scale. The individual has limits on how much can be 
learned; however, collaboration improves the capacity for 
the individual and the organization to learn. These com¬ 
ponents of a change agent must be in place in order for the 
teacher to be an agent for social improvement. 
Community stakeholders. A model for involving 
parents, students, and community members in the shared 
decision-making process allows for creation of a site-based 
council. The council strives for active involvement by all 
council members in planning for improvements and in reaching 
consensus on school goals. Teachers, parents, community 
members, and, in some cases, students are involved from the 
outset of the decision-making process. Some school councils 
include the principal as a member; in others, the principal 
receives the council's recommendations or decisions. 
Generally, site-based management councils advise the 
principal in budget allocation, textbook selection, and per¬ 
sonnel selection. The council may also exchange information 
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with teachers to formulate program goals. Since by its very 
definition site-based management is a flexible system, the 
council's function is designed differently for different 
districts and schools. 
A significant amount of literature is now available 
concerning the implementation of school councils. The 
American School Board Journal survey (Gaul 1994) revealed 
that nearly 62 percent of the school districts nationwide 
responding to the survey had school councils. The 1990 
Kentucky Educational Reform Act mandated the implementation 
of school councils for site-based management by July 1, 
1996. By early 1994, 680 of the 1,370 schools had local 
school councils. The councils must be composed of three 
teachers, two parents, and an administrator. The councils 
make decisions in function areas such as personnel, instruc¬ 
tional materials, curriculum, facilities use, instructional 
practices, discipline, and policy (Meter 1994) . 
Fullan and Mills (1992) stated that the management 
of change is best carried out in cross-role groups consist¬ 
ing of teachers, parents, and administrators. Divergent 
viewpoints emerge, more learning occurs, and change is 
realistically managed. Bergman (1992) cited a successful 
leadership council experience of an elementary school in 
Tenafly, New Jersey. The principal realized he had to 
relinquish some authority and learn to listen to the input 
of others. He found that decisions are made somewhat 
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slower, but they are more enduring due to the ownership of 
the stakeholders involved. Mutchler (1989), however, stated 
that there is little evidence of significant changes occur¬ 
ring as a result of parents functioning mostly in advisory 
roles. 
Several issues emerged from a recent study of the 
implementation of councils in Kentucky (Meter 1994) . The 
degree of parent involvement in the process was very low. 
Less than 40 percent of the eligible parents voted in 1992 
council elections. Also, problems of control had arisen 
between local councils and school boards. Finally, the 
turnover rate of council membership (partially due to one- 
year term limits) did not support continuity of effort or 
long-range planning. 
In a major study of the efforts of the Chicago 
School Reform Act (Bryk et al. 1994), several types of 
councils were revealed. Between 39 percent and 46 percent 
of the schools surveyed had little involvement of teachers 
and parents. Thus, power was consolidated in the principal. 
Between 4 percent and 9 percent of the schools had adver¬ 
sarial relationships between different factions of the 
council. Between 14 percent and 24 percent of the councils 
were in a maintenance mode because they were satisfied with 
the status quo. Only 23 percent to 32 percent of the coun¬ 
cils were classified as being democratic. These councils 
70 
had sustained debate among power centers over goals, stan¬ 
dards, and school activities. 
Questions concerning empowerment of local councils 
center around the politics of special interest groups. 
Additional concerns deal with ensuring minority representa¬ 
tion and clarifying the interaction of the role of the 
council and the role of the local school board. The impact 
of school councils remains speculative. "There is little 
evidence that these initiatives are evolving in ways that 
are likely to lead to major improvement in the school 
experiences and learning of students" (Bryk et al. 1994, 
80) . 
Plans. Waivers, and Policies 
In order for site-based management to succeed, the 
various participants involved in the decision-making process 
must work effectively together. A fundamental vehicle for 
developing this kind of group process is planning. The 
site-based decision-making process should be thoughtful, 
purposeful, and well planned (Ford 1992) . 
Candoli (1991, 48) believed that "anything that is 
attempted in the school system should begin with the plan¬ 
ning function." This assertion would include site-based 
management; conceptualization of this planning process 
includes variety and alternatives from which decision makers 
choose appropriate actions. Likewise, Purkey and Smith 
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(1985) asserted that school improvement should emphasize a 
process for implementation of site-based management and that 
the planning process should be specific. A plan is neces¬ 
sary to specify what authority is delegated to whom and how 
that authority is distributed. Without a plan, participants 
are unsure what they can and cannot do (Malen, Ogawa, and 
Kranz 1990) . 
Districts that do not have a policy or mechanism for 
spelling out the authority of school-site councils are 
"asking for trouble," in the words of Kentta (Peterson-del 
Mar 1994). Such a policy specifies the relationship between 
the district and the school councils. The board might 
specify that site councils cannot deviate from a district's 
strategic plan, for example. It might also specify that 
site councils can seek exemptions from district policy on a 
case-by-case basis. Open communication can help to ensure 
that site councils do not overstep their boundaries and can 
avoid painful vetoes and consequent hard feelings. 
A site-based management plan should provide flex¬ 
ibility that allows participants to create new options at 
any time in order to best serve the needs of their school 
environment. A provision for granting waivers to overcome 
federal, state, and local regulations, policy restrictions, 
or negotiated contracts needs to be part of the empowerment 
of school decision makers (Taylor and Levine 1991) . Waivers 
granting temporary suspension of policies and negotiated 
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contracts can allow schools freedom to design efforts to 
improve their individual programs. 
The site-based management plan should include 
policies to address the shared decision-making process. 
These policies would precede the other traditional school 
policies and provide direction for implementation of site- 
based management (Washington School Directors Association 
1993). This plan allows school districts to effectively 
link an innovation such as site-based management to its 
operating policies and helps ensure that the plan becomes a 
reality. 
The National School Boards Association (NSBA) (1994) 
recommended that district policies "should focus the atten¬ 
tion of shared decision-making teams on developing and 
implementing a plan for student learning." This can be 
accomplished by the district setting "measurable goals link¬ 
ing the vision of the district's future with its action plan 
for getting there" (NSBA 1994). Through such a plan, the 
school board can ensure "coherence and continuity throughout 
the district and over time" (NSBA 1994) . 
Site-Based Management and School Effectiveness 
In evaluating site-based management and its rela¬ 
tionship to school effectiveness, schools should strive for 
appropriate and continuous monitoring of progress toward 
common school goals, standards, and expectations. The 
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effective schools research forms the theoretical and 
research base for school improvement plans in place in 
school systems across the country today. First-hand 
knowledge of this research can help teachers understand what 
is expected of them (Garten and Valentine 1989) . Another 
implication of effectiveness is the perception of the 
success or failure. Site-based management can help forge 
a consensus for an innovation by educating teachers and 
allowing them a voice in the implementation process (Hampel 
1991) . 
Meter (1994) discovered several lessons in his 
assessment of the implementation of site-based management by 
the 1990 Kentucky Educational Reform Act. The reform policy 
lacked guidelines for early implementation of site-based 
management. With a void in guidelines, school personnel 
looked to the Kentucky PTA and the Kentucky School Board 
Association for materials on implementation. Mixed messages 
and confusion reigned. Additionally, site-based management 
creates a problem for state education agencies who deal with 
operational guidelines, control, and accountability of the 
educational process. 
The reformists have argued that site-based manage¬ 
ment pushes control to the level where those most connected 
to problems can make decisions that improve student out¬ 
comes. Ultimately, then, site-based management improves 
student achievement. "Little if any evidence from current 
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site-based management research suggests a direct impact on 
student outcomes" (Meter 1994, 62). Bryk et al. (1994, 81) 
believed that "major advances in student learning depend 
largely on enhancing the expertise of individual teachers 
and on helping schools become professional communities." 
Most of the evaluations of site-based management 
dealt with teacher attitudes concerning morale, climate, and 
involvement in decision making. Few studies dealt with 
student outcomes. Prestine's (1993) study of a Coalition of 
Essential Schools junior high school found that student 
suspensions had declined. McCarthy's (1992) study of accel¬ 
erated schools revealed improvement in student attendance 
and student attitudes toward schooling. Each of these 
collaborations promoted site-based management as a means of 
school reform. A study of a middle school by Malen (1993) 
revealed improvement of student grades since beginning 
involvement in site-based management. In most of the 
Kentucky schools, however, test scores remained low in 
schools using site-based management (Bryk et al. 1994) . 
Few studies documented the improvement of student 
achievement as a result of site-based management. Few 
site-based management initiatives are focused on student 
outcomes. Also, focusing on traditional outcomes, such as 
scores on standardized tests, may conflict with the new 
roles of students and teachers in the site-based management 
initiative. 
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Rosenholtz (1989) may have been the first researcher 
to attempt a large-scale statistical analysis of the 
relationship between teacher collaboration and shared deci¬ 
sion making and student achievement. Quantitative data 
gathered from her statewide representative sample of 
seventy-eight elementary schools in eight school districts 
showed that collaboration and shared decision making is a 
strong predictor of student achievement gains in reading and 
mathematics. The gains were measured with one cohort of 
students from second through fourth grades. A regression 
analysis controlled for school socioeconomic status, school 
size, teacher experience, teacher verbal ability, and pupil- 
teacher ratio. 
Several case studies and the results of effective 
schools research also suggested a correspondence between 
collaborative norms and improved teaching and learning. 
When teachers share decisions concerning curriculum, mate¬ 
rials, and staff development, they become more effective in 
their classrooms. 
In a study by Ogletree and McHenry (1989), one 
hundred Chicago teachers in ten schools were surveyed. The 
responses indicated that no gains had been made in student 
achievement, school climate, teacher involvement in decision 
making, or job satisfaction. Most teachers believed that 
small classes, reduced paperwork, more instructional mate¬ 
rials, more security, and higher teacher salaries would 
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improve student achievement and working conditions. 
Teachers were not optimistic about the local school councils 
(each composed of six parents, two community representa¬ 
tives, two teacher representatives, and one principal) 
created to decentralize school administration. Ogletree and 
McHenry (1989) concluded that teacher involvement is crucial 
for the successful implementation of school-based management 
reform. 
Supporters of site-based management claim the posi¬ 
tive outcomes it brings about include gains in achievement, 
lower dropout rates, increased attendance, and reduced 
disciplinary problems. But others maintain some of the 
claims should be tempered. Summers and Johnson (1995) 
examined twenty studies on the effects of site-based 
management. They concluded, "The results of site-based 
management appear to be some increased sense of empowerment 
and involvement of the stakeholders (though not uniformly 
so) , and virtually no evidence that site-based management 
translates into improved student performance" (Summers and 
Johnson 1995, 30). 
According to Conley (1993), the assumption that 
decentralization of decision making will lead to improved 
academic outcomes may be erroneous if accountability is not 
increased as authority is decentralized. In education, 
there is little evidence that wholesale decentralization for 
its own sake will necessarily or automatically lead to 
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improved learning outcomes. What is absent from almost 
every plan for decentralizing decision making is a con¬ 
comitant increase in accountability to accompany enhanced 
authority to make decisions. Such accountability is 
critical to making decentralization work. Midgley and Wood 
(1993, 249) concluded that site-based management need to be 
seen "as an important process for achieving substantive 
school reform," rather than as an end in itself. 
An evaluation component should be part of the imple¬ 
mentation of site-based management. Since no guarantees 
exist that site-based management will fulfill its promises, 
continuous and systematic assessment is necessary (Malen, 
Ogawa, and Kranz 1990). Evaluations allow district and 
school leaders access to how the process of site-based 
management is progressing, its impact on people in the 
organization, how well goals are being met, how resources 
are being used, and how to plan for the future. 
The components of site-based management address 
shared decision making and the areas of selection and 
assignment of personnel, organization and management of 
resources, articulation of a shared mission, roles and 
responsibilities of participants, and evaluation of site- 
based management and its relationship to school effective¬ 
ness. While a significant amount of time and energy has 
been expended on defining and developing site-based manage¬ 
ment functions in schools, few decisions are focusing on 
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improving teaching and learning. The vast majority of the 
studies in the literature do not find improvement in 
teaching and learning. The next section of this review 
deals with each of the site-based management components and 
implications for school leaders, specifically the principal. 
£.ite-9ase<Ufl_3nagement and principals' 
Leadership Roles 
A review of the literature reveals several implica¬ 
tions that site-based management can have on the leadership 
role of the principal. In this section the researcher gives 
a summary of the areas of site-based decision making most 
commonly decentralized and their implications on the role of 
the principal. 
Selecting and Assigning Personnel 
An important component of site-based management is 
the control of human resources. Selecting personnel and 
assigning personnel are very important decisions for any 
school. Herman (1992) suggested that school boards must 
decide what degree and what level of control the school will 
have in the area of selection and hiring of new teacher and 
staff. Three possible scenarios were suggested: 
1. The decision could be totally school- or site- 
based. This type of decision would involve teachers and 
principals in the selection of staff members. 
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2. Another possible scenario is a decision that is 
totally district based. In this type of decision, the 
assistant superintendent for personnel makes the hiring 
decisions and then notifies the principal. 
3. Finally, a possible scenario could be that of 
a negotiated shared consensus. With this process, the 
director of personnel advertises the vacancy and screens 
applicants based on the school's criteria. The school site 
then makes the selection and recommends a candidate to the 
superintendent. 
Implications for school principals center around 
time and authority. The time involvement for a site-based 
selection process is substantial. If teachers and parents 
are used on a team, scheduling of common time for training, 
screening applicants, interviewing, and selecting can be 
substantial. Principals may find it difficult to share 
staffing decisions because they feel they are ultimately 
responsible for these key decisions (Lucas, Brown, and 
Markus 1991) . The selection and assignment of staff is 
perhaps the biggest challenge to the time-honored authority 
of the principal. On the one hand, principals feel a sense 
of loss by virtue of the fact that they are being asked 
to share their authority with regard to one of the most 
important decisions at the school level; on the other hand, 
they feel accountable for results and teacher performance 
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because they are still viewed as the person accountable by 
the school board (Alexander 1992). 
Organizing and Managing Resources 
Organizing and managing resources is an excellent 
way to involve teachers in site-based management. Teachers 
tend to be most likely to desire involvement in decision 
making when decisions have a direct impact on students and 
learning. Teachers want to be involved in decisions con¬ 
cerning curriculum, materials selection, and instructional 
issues (Hart 1994). 
Goldman and O'Shea (1990) described a school setting 
with scarce resources. Planning and collaboration by 
teachers for the use of resources ensured the best use of 
resources in ways that matched curriculum and instructional 
goals. 
Tewel (1989) suggested that, from a teacher's point 
of view, involvement means participating in the indentifica¬ 
tion and solution of the issues that affect their profes¬ 
sional world. Teachers can assume key roles in controlling 
services and resources that affect teaching and learning. 
Lucas, Brown, and Markus (1991) surveyed 2,599 
principals in eleven southeastern states to determine degree 
of autonomy principals felt they had in areas such as con¬ 
trol of resources. Principals indicated sufficient levels 
of autonomy with regard to use of resources; however, they 
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were less likely to give up control of resources because 
they felt that once a resource is expended, its discretion¬ 
ary use by the principal was lost forever. 
Gottesman (1991) suggested that principals must 
develop guidelines for teachers in their control of 
resources. Training must be provided in areas related to 
curriculum and instructional materials selection. Turning 
over control of decisions with regard to purchasing mate¬ 
rials must be accompanied by training related to purchasing 
requirements of the state and local school board. Without 
some awareness of financial policy and procurement policy, 
teachers may make decisions that cannot be implemented due 
to a conflict with the policies. This conflict may lead to 
confusion and distrust of the process of site-based manage¬ 
ment. The establishment of procedures to ensure that 
schoolwide goals and strategies are being met is imperative 
when teachers are allowed to make decisions concerning the 
organizing, managing, and use of scarce resources. 
Articulating a Shared Mission 
Faidley and Musser (1989) emphasized the need for 
the principal to build commitment to the vision and mission 
of the school. The most effective way to build commitment 
to a vision and mission is to involve people in the process 
of determining how to reach the vision and mission. The 
principal must involve others in deciding what must be done 
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to get there. However, merely defining lofty objectives is 
not enough. Principals must infuse the mission into every 
meeting, every speech, and everything about the school. 
Garten and Valentine (1989) pointed out that effective 
instructional leadership depends on the principal's success 
in involving the faculty in developing a school mission and 
agreeing on the procedures to move forward. 
Fullan (1993) suggested that principals use a ready- 
fire-aim sequence in generating a shared mission. Thorah 
Elementary School in Toronto started on a small scale, with 
the principal and two teachers beginning to develop a shared 
mission for the school. As they began to discuss and share 
their thoughts with the remaining faculty, the culture of 
the school changed from a highly individualistic one to a 
collaborative culture. However, this change took over three 
years to implement. 
A shared mission is essential for success. Prin¬ 
cipals should be aware that the process of building the 
mission is a lengthy one, with complexity being very high. 
Active discussion, reflection, and experiences are essential 
if teachers are to buy into a shared mission. 
Defining Roles and Responsibilities 
Defining roles and responsibilities for participa¬ 
tion in shared decision making is a key concept for site- 
based management. Weiss (1991) admitted problems emerge 
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unless staff members are clear about roles and responsi¬ 
bilities and the school's mission. 
A principal1s degree of experience and comfort with 
teacher involvement in decision making is a key characteris¬ 
tic if site-based management is to be a success. Often, 
principals do not have experience in group processes that 
empower teachers. Participatory decision making that 
empowers teachers must be practiced through methods that 
involve consensus building, nominal group process, trust 
building, and problem solving (Gottesman 1991). Some prin¬ 
cipals avoid involving staff in decisions because they feel 
that they will not make informed decisions. To address this 
fear, administrators must make time available for teachers 
to become informed and involved in the decision-making 
process (Schoeppach 1992). 
Frase and Sorenson (1992) found several significant 
issues that need to be addressed if site-based management is 
initiated. First is the need for feedback. Feedback is 
strongly related to job satisfaction; however, teachers usu¬ 
ally receive very little feedback regarding their teaching. 
Second, autonomy is closely related to job satisfaction. 
Teachers view autonomy as freedom to develop collegial 
relationships to impact tasks beyond the classroom. Third, 
teachers are not trained to make decisions outside the 
classroom (Frase and Sorenson 1992) . Without proper train¬ 
ing, teacher involvement in decision making is doomed. 
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Karafotis (1990) agreed that teachers must have greater 
access to information and be encouraged to participate in 
decision making. 
Prevalent in a review of literature is a view of 
situational decision making. Involvement in decision making 
depends upon the needs and expectations of schools, dis¬ 
tricts, and administrators. Schools must consider the 
amount of responsibility for decision making desired by 
teachers, teacher knowledge and experience in decision 
making, and teacher expectations regarding shared decision 
making. 
Solkow-Brecher (1992) suggested a model for decision 
making. An elementary school where she was principal 
followed a process of (1) assessing needs, (2) questioning 
the assessment, (3) evaluating the information gathered, 
(4) identifying concerns and gathering data about concerns, 
(5) prioritizing concerns and choosing one to work on, (6) 
writing objectives to address concerns, and (7) developing 
an action plan and evaluating the effect of the plan. 
Prevalent in the literature is the inadequacy of 
time for teachers for shared decision making. Schoeppach 
(1992) encouraged policy makers to recognize that time must 
be made available to educators for them to be involved in 
decision-making processes. The model of site-based manage¬ 
ment currently being promoted assumes that teachers will 
collaborate in shared decision making on top of normal 
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duties and responsibilities. Given the existing time 
structure, one can easily see that the model will fail. 
Frase and Hetzel (1990) admitted that shared decision making 
may cause stress and dissatisfaction for teachers not 
trained in the process or for teachers not given time for 
decision making. David (1989, 47) supported this view: 
"Asking people to participate in decisions about which they 
have no information and only marginal authority is not 
empowering, it is frustrating." 
The principal who plans to create a system of site- 
based management should define terms associated with site- 
based management, define roles and responsibilities, provide 
training in decision making, and manage change. School 
districts should ask questions such as: (1) What is meant 
by site-based management? (2) What roles need to be rede¬ 
fined and how to provide training and support? (3) What are 
parameters, expectations, or limitations of site-based 
management? (4) What do we know about the change process? 
(5) What degrees of variation do we allow school sites? 
(6) What conditions need to be present for site-based 
management to work? (7) What can we learn from other 
organizations? 
Patterson, Purkey, and Parker (1986) argued that 
site-based management allows administrators input into 
decisions. Under the old authoritarian system, teachers 
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were actually using passive resistance by agreeing to top- 
down decisions and then closing their doors and doing what 
they wanted to. Site-based management encourages teachers 
and administrators to collaborate in decision making. 
Redefining roles and responsibilities in site-based 
decision making has significant implications for principals 
and school leaders. The current reform efforts promote 
teachers as school leaders. Fullan (1993) believed that 
true change in schools may mean that the principalship as it 
is currently viewed may disappear. Sergiovanni (1992) pro¬ 
moted the idea of "substitutes for leadership" in that every 
teacher becomes a leader. The synergy created by a collab¬ 
orative culture for continued improvement creates new lead¬ 
ership roles. "In a real sense, what gives the contemporary 
principalship inflated importance is the absence of leader¬ 
ship by everyday people" (Fullan 1993, 75) . In redefining 
the roles and responsibilities of teachers to create an 
improved culture, principals may be redefining the tradi¬ 
tional roles and responsibilities of the school principal. 
Site-Based Councils 
An emerging trend of site-based management is legis¬ 
lative requirements for school-based committees or councils 
which include teachers, parents, administrators, students, 
and community members. The 1990 Kentucky Education Reform 
Act established a new governance structure which included a 
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school council composed of teacher and parent representa¬ 
tives who participate in decision making (Lindle and Shrock 
1993). Texas Senate Bill I required all 1,056 school dis¬ 
tricts to have site-based councils in place by September of 
1992 (Hoyle 1992). South Carolina Act 329 required a school 
improvement council that acts as an advisory council for 
many site-based decisions. 
Examples of site-based councils include parents 
elected by parents, teachers elected by teachers, adminis¬ 
trators, noncertified staff, and school board and central 
administrative office representatives. Students are often 
included in secondary settings. The scope of site-based 
councils ranges from simple advisory councils in South 
Carolina to councils such as those in Chicago, which hire 
and fire principals. In Greece, New York, the site-based 
council is called the building management team. The team is 
composed of parents, teachers, and administrators. The team 
is responsible for outcomes, including instruction, student 
management, human resources, community support, facilities, 
materials, food service, and budget (Lindle and Shrock 
1993) . 
The results of parent involvement in site-based 
councils with decision-making status are mixed. Mutchler 
(1989) reported that, although site-based management may 
stimulate a redistribution of power and influence, there is 
little evidence that significant or long-term changes are 
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occurring as a result of increased parent participation. 
Parents usually function in advisory or rubber-stamp roles 
only. The councils typically endorse decisions already 
made. Garten and Valentine (1989), however, offered that 
involving parents in decision making helps them better 
understand educational reform plans and reassures the com¬ 
munity that a professional effort is being made to deliver 
the best education possible for the students. 
Principals involved with site-based councils offered 
suggestions for administrators. Administrators must learn 
to listen to parents, students, teachers, and community 
members. An established pattern of communication is essen¬ 
tial to ensure correct information is being communicated to 
all constituents. Principals must understand individual 
styles of participants in groups and promote open and honest 
communication from all groups. A great deal of time must be 
spent in building trust. Principals must think with new 
perspectives and promote autonomy by "letting go." Finally, 
principals must take time for self-reflection. While the 
process of involving site-based councils in decision making 
can slow down decisions, the ownership developed through the 
process is invaluable (Bergman 1992). 
Fullan and Mills (1992) suggested that change and 
management of the change process are best carried out in 
cross-role groups: teachers, parents, students, and admin¬ 
istrators. In these groups worlds collide, more learning 
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occurs, and change is realistically managed. Cross-role 
groups need legitimacy and a clear license to steer. Most 
of these groups will meet with polarization from staff 
members, which is often a sign that empowerment is working. 
Principals should be aware that involving site-based coun¬ 
cils in decision making means conflict. 
School Effectiveness Under 
Site-Based Management 
Principals control the degree of implementation of 
site-based management in their schools. Top-down mandates 
may require site-based management; however, principals 
control agendas, resources, training assignments, and other 
elements which control the degree to which site-based 
management is implemented. Principals will not implement 
site-based management unless they are aware of the possi¬ 
bilities that site-based management may improve the school 
(Garten and Valentine 1989). This section offers current 
thoughts on the evaluation of site-based management in the 
areas of teacher perceptions, processes of site-based 
management, student achievement, and implications for the 
changing role of principals if site-based management is to 
be implemented. 
Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz (1990) reviewed nearly two 
hundred documents describing attempts to use site-based 
management. Their conclusion was that, in most instances, 
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site-based management does not achieve its stated objec¬ 
tives. Restrictions found by these researchers included 
(1) few systematic studies existed of site-based management 
programs and (2) most writings were project descriptions and 
singled out achievements of more successful pilot schools. 
Principals are required by many states and local 
districts to develop plans and provide evidence on imple¬ 
mentation of site-based management components. Russell, 
Cooper, and Greenblatt (1992) developed a Teacher Involve¬ 
ment and Participation Scale (TIPS) to measure teacher 
participation in site-based management. TIPS measures 
implementation in areas of shared mission, time to engage in 
shared decision making, curriculum and instruction, budget¬ 
ing, staffing, facilities use and management, and develop¬ 
ment of standards for teacher and student performance. The 
results from the TIPS administration can be used for estab¬ 
lishing training needs. 
The review of Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz (1990) showed 
that the promise of influence on matters of budget, person¬ 
nel, and programming by teachers and parents is seldom 
realized. Two themes illustrate the problem: (1) Site- 
based management participants characterize meeting and com¬ 
mittee topics as trivial, and (2) teachers seldom influence 
site-based councils because principals control meetings. 
Teacher involvement in site-based management is touted as 
improving morale. However, several factors offset the boost 
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in morale. The process of site-based management is time 
consuming. There is a struggle between the teacher's dual 
role of site-based participant and a district employee. 
Committee demands often compete with teaching responsibil¬ 
ities. Often, the problems assigned to be solved by site- 
based teams are too complex and are systemic in nature. 
Frustration often results when participants have only minor 
influence on site decisions and also when fiscal constraints 
make solutions improbable to be implemented. Principals are 
often left with more problems than they began with when they 
try to implement site-based management (Lucas, Brown, and 
Markus 1991) . 
Principals are often evaluated by the gains in stu¬ 
dent achievement at the school level. One critical factor 
supporting the site-based management concept is proposed 
gains in student achievement. Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz 
(1990) found no evidence to support this concept. Most 
studies promoting the correlation between site-based manage¬ 
ment and increased student achievement do not address the 
issue of temporal order, nor do they address the issue of 
rival explanations. The failure of these studies to address 
temporal order implies that the studies failed to establish 
that gains in student achievement followed the move to 
site-based management. Also, in several of the schools that 
cited gains in student achievement, achievement had started 
to rise before the implementation of site-based management. 
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Additionally, rival explanations for the rise in student 
achievement were not accounted for in the studies. The 
studies failed to demonstrate that site-based management was 
a contributing factor in student achievement, let alone the 
critical factor affecting student achievement. 
Kenneth (1992) utilized the CBAM Stages of Concern 
Instrument to assess various factors related to site-based 
management. A correlation was found between principal's 
leadership style and teacher support of site-based manage¬ 
ment. Hutchins (1992) investigated the relationship of 
site-based management teams and student attendance rates and 
achievement scores. No clear results were forthcoming from 
the study. Alexander (1992) studied the implications of 
site-based management for the role of the principal. The 
study revealed principals are not clear on what site-based 
management is and what its implementation should look like. 
Aubrey (1992) studied the principal's leadership 
role in effective site-based managed elementary schools. 
Two findings emerged from the study: (1) Sites that had 
effective site-based management perceived the principal as 
having more highly developed skills in leadership, and (2) 
effective site-based schools had received more training in 
the implementation of site-based management. 
A study of 181 educators in Tennessee (Haywood 1993) 
concluded that in order for site-based management to be 
effective, there must be a dramatic change in the role of 
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the principal. Stroud (1993) suggested the more favorably 
principals viewed site-based management tenets, the more 
successful the practice. Also, the more administrative 
experience principals had obtained, the more the probable 
success of site-based management. Finally, middle school 
principals favored site-based management, whereas high 
school and elementary principals did not. 
Principals often state that accountability is the 
key issue in determining if site-based management is imple¬ 
mented. If shared decision making occurs, then is shared 
responsibility and accountability also the rule? Principals 
often do not want to share decisions if they ultimately are 
solely responsible for the effects of the decisions. Imple¬ 
menting site-based management will require a change in the 
role and responsibilities of the principal. The next 
section of this literature review highlights professional 
development needs that have implications for school leaders 
desiring to implement site-based management. 
Site-Based Management and 
Professional. Development 
The site-based management component of determining 
professional development suggests faculty involvement in the 
assessing of school needs and the planning and implementa¬ 
tion of staff development programs. Site-based management 
is requiring new professional skills for teachers. In the 
past, teachers have been expected to have the necessary 
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skills upon entry into leadership positions, such as depart¬ 
ment chair or lead teacher, or to develop them on the job. 
With site-based management, leadership is shared throughout 
the school rather than concentrated with department chairs 
or lead teachers. Lieberman (1988b) listed several areas of 
competence development for which teachers need training: 
rapport building, organizational diagnosis, dealing with the 
change process, finding and using resources, managing the 
leadership work, and building confidence in others. 
The reform agenda and new demands placed on teachers 
as a result of new roles they are asked to perform cause 
several dilemmas for policy in schools and school districts. 
Most of the professional development done in schools is 
built on a well-tested model of skills development. How¬ 
ever, most of the reforms do not lend themselves to specific 
transferable skills and practices (Little 1993). Fullan 
(1993) pressed the issue that teachers must be active 
learners who seek, assess, apply, and communicate knowledge. 
One-day training sessions do not develop these skills in 
teachers. Senge (1990, 177) placed the issues in the 
context of the learning organization: "Organizations learn 
through individuals who learn. Individual learning does not 
guarantee organizational learning. But without it no organ¬ 
izational learning occurs." Finally, the training model is 
supported by local pattern of resource allocation rather 
than alternative models such as the inquiry-based approach 
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to professional development. Many schools know they must do 
something, so they often implement the options that look 
most like training. Little (1993, 137) summed the issue up: 
We know how to do training well, and could 
profitably do more of it well; the training para¬ 
digm, no matter how well executed, will not enable 
us to realize the reform agenda; and resource allo¬ 
cations for professional development represent a 
relatively poor fit with the intellectual, organ¬ 
izational, and social requirements of the most 
ambitious reforms. 
"All principals must receive training in the use of 
one of the processes for school improvement" (Caldwell and 
Wood 1988, 51) . The literature regarding training of prin¬ 
cipals for site-based management often refers to the needed 
skills in development of team building and establishing 
group consensus (Maeroff 1991). Other skills include run¬ 
ning effective meetings and developing school improvement 
plans (Caldwell and Wood 1988; Clune and White 1988a, 1988b, 
1988c; Conley and Bacharach 1990; Marburger 1985; Mojowski 
and Fleming 1988). Recent emphasis in the literature is 
focusing on the principal's need for training in assessing 
and changing the culture of the school in order to implement 
site-based management most effectively (Fullan 1992, Saphier 
and King 1985) . 
Principals who work in a site-based model must learn 
to become facilitators of group processes. They must learn 
how to share information and ideas with teams and guide them 
to consensus. Leadership as a consensus builder is vital. 
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They need skills necessary for establishing teams and team 
efforts (Bradley 1990). 
Clune and White (1988c) identified several implemen¬ 
tation problems with site-based management which can be 
addressed through training of principals. They found that 
most of the problems were associated with competence in 
performing the roles assigned in site-based management and 
lack of needed training for these roles. Many principals 
had inadequate guidance, experience, or resources to meet 
the objectives established for them by superintendents and 
boards of education. It is apparent from the research that 
the functions of site-based management are frequently turned 
over by central office staff to principals and the school 
site teams with little or no training or support. One of 
the purposes of this study was to contribute to the body of 
knowledge which can identify the site-based functions in 
which principals lack skills and/or desire additional 
training. 
Little (1993) encouraged schools to measure profes¬ 
sional development against the following principles: 
1. Professional development offers meaningful 
intellectual, social, and emotional engagement with ideas, 
materials, and colleagues both in and out of teaching. 
2. Professional development takes into explicit 
account the context of teaching and experiences of teachers 
(in other words, one-size fits all). 
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3. Professional development offers support for 
informal dissent among colleagues. 
4. Professional development places classroom prac¬ 
tice in the larger context of school practice and the educa¬ 
tional careers of children. 
5. Professional development prepares teachers to 
employ the behaviors and perspectives of inquiry. 
6. Professional development ensures bureaucratic 
restraint and a balance between the interests of individuals 
and the interests of institutions. 
With these principles in mind, schools and districts 
may view resource allocation for professional development in 
a more balanced perspective between individual and institu¬ 
tional initiatives. Schools with a site-based management 
philosophy should consider two key policy issues: (1) the 
complexity of reform tasks and (2) time for teachers and 
administrators to engage in professional development during 
the school year and school day (Little 1993) . 
Reform efforts such as site-based management pre¬ 
sent a challenge of considerable complexity, scope, and 
ambiguity. A better fit will promote deep discussion, open 
up debates, and enrich the possibilities for action (Little 
1993) . 
Training is considered by educators to be an impor¬ 
tant element in the implementation of successful site-based 
management; consequently, this type of change should not be 
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introduced into a school district without the support of 
appropriate training. Training should be given to those in 
the decentralization process who are undertaking new roles 
and working in schools being organized and managed in radic¬ 
ally different ways (Murphy 1991) . 
The first stage of the training should be on 
substantive issues--being able to perform new roles 
and responsibilities. The second stage should deal 
with process skills to exercise the new functions-- 
strategies for conflict, group skills, etc. The 
third should focus on technical skills such as 
specific training for a site council when employing 
a new principal. (Murphy 1991, 91) 
Staff or professional development is a central issue 
for restructuring in site-based management schools. New 
roles and responsibilities require training. However, the 
focus of training must center on the mission of the school. 
Teaching and learning should receive primary importance when 
designing professional development opportunities. 
Summary 
This review has provided an integrated perspective 
of several domains of theory and practice relevant to this 
study. The five sections have revealed the following: 
1. School change in the 1990s is supported by a 
belief that persons implementing the change must be involved 
in the decision-making process. 
2. School change requires leadership that addresses 
the environment and purpose of the school, the needs of 
individuals within the school, and the desired outcomes of 
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the school's activities. Bringing about change requires the 
leadership to involve participants in decisions about the 
change process. 
3. Site-based management (SBM), defined as the 
decentralization of decision-making authority to the school 
site, is one of the most popular strategies that came out of 
the 1980s school reform movement. Over the past decade, 
many school districts have implemented this method of manag¬ 
ing school budgeting, curriculum, and personnel decisions 
and are enthusiastically promoting it. 
4. Some of the problems that SBM stakeholders might 
encounter include more work for stakeholders, less effi¬ 
ciency, uneven school performance, an increased need for 
staff development, confusion about new roles and responsi¬ 
bilities, and coordination difficulties (Prasch 1990) . 
Another problem is accountability. A school may want 
authority over decisions, but the public (and state 
statutes) will still hold the school board accountable for 
the results of those decisions. SBM is a complex under¬ 
taking, raising multiple policy issues involving lines of 
authority for making decisions and responsibility and 
accountability for the consequences of such decisions. 
5. When stakeholders are informed beforehand, 
they can make sure potential problems are dealt with before 
SBM is implemented. Two essential elements are adequate 
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training about SBM and clarification of roles and respon¬ 
sibilities and expected outcomes to stakeholders. All 
involved must understand which decisions should be shared by 
whom and at what level in the organization. 
6. The key word that describes the administration's 
role in SBM is facilitate. The district office facilitates 
instead of controls schools' actions by formulating and 
defining the district's general policies and educational 
objectives. The superintendent and district office also 
provide professional development opportunities, encourage 
risk taking and experimentation in teaching methods, serve 
as models by using SBM themselves, and create communication 
links between the school and district staff (David 1989). 
7. At the building level, the principal is usually 
the key figure in fostering shared decision making within 
the school. Principals not only have increased responsi¬ 
bility and authority in school program, curriculum, and 
personnel decisions, but also increased accountability for 
student and program success. Principals must be excellent 
team leaders and delegators. 
8. Teacher empowerment and accountability are major 
ingredients of SBM. Teachers influence decisions by 
participating in planning, developing, monitoring, and 
improving instructional programs within the school. 
9. Involvement of parents is essential to success¬ 
ful implementation of SBM. Ultimately, the argument for 
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parent involvement rests on two benefits to children: better 
attitudes toward school and higher grades. 
10. Training in such areas as decision-making 
skills, problem solving, and group dynamics is necessary for 
all participating staff and community members, especially in 
the early years of implementation. To meet the new chal¬ 
lenges of the job, principals may need additional training 
in leadership skills. 
11. To ensure SBM success, stakeholders need to 
understand what SBM is and how it is implemented. Each 
participant must understand his or her roles, responsi¬ 
bilities, and accountability. School and district leaders 
must be supportive of SBM and ensure that communication 
channels will be kept open. Most of all, SBM must be given 
time to succeed. 
Chapter III discusses the theoretical framework of 
the independent, dependent, and moderator variables. The 
relationship among the variables, definitions of the vari¬ 




This chapter presents the theoretical and conceptual 
framework for the study. It includes the operational 
definitions of the variables, the relationship among the 
variables, the null hypotheses, and the limitations of the 
study. 
The purpose of the study was to examine the per¬ 
ceptions of principals of factors affecting the successful 
implementation of site-based management. Specifically, 
the study examined principals' perceptions of five factors: 
(1) resistance to change, (2) shared decision making, 
(3) policies and procedures, (4) stakeholder support, and 
(5) leadership training needs. The basic theory of this 
research study was that the successful implementation of 
site-based management is related to the perceptions of 
principals (the key stakeholders in the process) of these 
factors and, thus, yielded implications for site preparation 
prior to implementation of site-based management must be 
evaluated. Figure 1 shows the independent, dependent, and 
moderator variables identified with the study. 
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Independent Variables 
Fig. 1. Relationship Among the Variables 
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There are several organizational behavior theories 
that support the theoretical framework of this study: the 
change process theory, motivational theory, immaturity- 
maturity theory, and leadership theory. These theories 
relate to the total school organization in fulfilling its 
goals, which may include implementation of site-based 
management. 
Real-life situations are never static. They are in 
a constant state of change, with many factors or variables 
interacting at the same time. Hersey and Blanchard (1993) 
said that an organization's survival depends on change. 
They described a theoretical model which identifies four 
levels of change in people: (1) knowledge changes, (2) 
attitudinal changes, (3) behavioral changes, and (4) group 
or organizational performance changes. The time relation¬ 
ship and relative difficulty involved in making each of 
these levels of change when force or compliance is not a 
factor are illustrated in figure 2. 
Changes in knowledge are the easiest to make, 
followed by changes in attitudes. Attitude structures 
differ from knowledge structures in that they are emotion¬ 
ally charged in a positive or negative way. Changes in 
behavior are significantly more difficult and time consuming 
than either of the two previous levels. But the implemen¬ 
tation of group or organizational performance change is 











Source: Hersey and Blanchard (1993, 4) 
Fig. 2. Time and difficulty involved in making various 
changes 
In examining change, Lewin (1974) identified three 
phases of the change process: unfreezing, changing, and 
refreezing. The aim of unfreezing is to motivate and make 
the individual or the group ready to change. It is a 
thawing-out process in which the forces acting on indi¬ 
viduals are rearranged so that now they see the need for 
change. In brief, unfreezing is the breaking down of the 
folkways, customs, and traditions of individuals--the old 
ways of doing things--so that they are ready to accept new 
alternatives. 
Once individuals are ready to change, they are ready 
to be provided with new patterns of behavior, the process of 
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changing. This process is most likely to occur by one of 
two mechanisms: identification (one or more models are 
provided) and internalization (individuals are placed in a 
situation in which new behaviors are demanded). Identifi¬ 
cation and internalization are not either/or courses of 
action, but effective change is often the result of com¬ 
bining the two into a strategy for change. Refreezing is 
the process by which the newly acquired behavior comes to be 
integrated as patterned behavior into the individual's or 
group's personality and/or ongoing significant emotional 
relationship. 
Force field analysis, developed by Lewin (1951), is 
a theoretical framework which may be used to analyze the 
various change strategies that can be used in a particular 
situation. As districts implement site-based management, 
discrepancies between the old and the new must be identi¬ 
fied. Once it is determined that there is a discrepancy 
between what is actually happening and what one would like 
to be happening in a situation--and have done some analysis 
on why the discrepancy exists--then force field analysis 
becomes a helpful tool. Before embarking on any change 
strategy, it seems appropriate to determine aspects of the 
situation which are favorable to the change effort (driving 
forces) and aspects which are unfavorable (restraining 
forces). Research shows that when change is attempted with¬ 
out doing this kind of analysis, it is not very successful. 
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As school systems move toward the implementation 
of site-based management, the present structure must be 
evaluated, driving and restraining forces identified, new 
parameters set, models identified, and training needs 
facilitated. Effective change is a process which takes 
strategic planning and time. 
Ouchi (1978) designed Theory Z, and major components 
of that study apply to schools in general and the variables 
of this study in particular. This theory proposed that 
administrators must spend adequate time discussing with 
teachers and parents the objectives of the school and 
collaboratively decide how the school will be run. Admin¬ 
istrators can invite teachers to share control, which pro¬ 
vides teachers with input into decisions that will affect 
the way they perform their responsibilities. In Theory Z 
organizations, because teachers have participated in shaping 
the goals and objectives of the school, they feel comfor¬ 
table giving their input. The administrator in a Theory Z 
structured school can easily say to teachers, "do what comes 
naturally, do what you prefer to do, because you have agreed 
that those things you choose to do are simultaneously good 
for the school." 
Tracy (1990) recommended ten principles that help 
teachers to excel in the shared decision-making process: 
1. Tell people what their responsibilities are. 
108 
2. Give them authority equal to the responsibility 
assigned to them. 
3. Set standards of excellence. 
4. Provide them with the needed training. 
5. Give them knowledge and information. 
6. Provide them feedback on their performance. 
7. Recognize them for their achievement. 
8. Trust them. 
9. Give them permission to fail. 
10. Treat them with dignity and respect. 
Homans (1950) developed a theoretical model which 
explains the mutual dependence of activities, interactions, 
and sentiments of strong work groups. In an organization, 
certain activities, interactions, and sentiments are essen¬ 
tial or required from its members if it is to survive. In 
other words, jobs (activities) have to be done that require 
people to work together (interactions). These jobs must be 
sufficiently satisfying (sentiments) for people to continue 
doing them. 
According to Tannenbaum and Schmidt's (1973) model 
of leadership behaviors, there are seven possible leadership 
behaviors, depending upon the forces among the leader, fol¬ 
lowers, and situation. The range or continuum of choices is 
between democratic or relationship-oriented behaviors and 
authoritarian or task-oriented behaviors. The differences 
in the two styles of leader behavior are based on the 
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assumptions leaders make about the source of their power or 
authority and human nature. The authoritarian (transac¬ 
tional) style of leader behavior is often based on the 
assumption that the power of leaders is derived from the 
position they occupy and that people are innately lazy and 
unreliable (Theory X). The democratic (transformational) 
style assumes that the power of leaders is granted by the 
group they are to lead and that people can be basically 
self-directed and creative at work if properly motivated 
(Theory Y). As a result, in the authoritarian style, all 
policies are determined by the leader; in the democratic 
style, policies are open for group discussion and decision. 
One of the most difficult changes to make is a 
complete change in the style of a person. Fiedler (1967, 
328) suggested: 
A person's leadership style reflects the indi¬ 
vidual's basic motivational and need structure. At 
best, it takes one, two, or three years of intensive 
psychotherapy to effect lasting changes in person¬ 
ality structure. It is difficult to see how we can 
change in more than a few cases an equally important 
set of core values in a few hours of lectures and 
role playing or even in the course of a more inten¬ 
sive training program of one or two weeks. 
Fiedler's (1967) point is well taken. It is, indeed, 
difficult to effect changes in the styles of administrators 
overnight. It is a slow and expensive process that requires 
creative planning and patience. In fact, Likert (1967) 
found that it takes from three to seven years, depending on 
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the size and complexity of the organization, to implement 
change effectively. 
Significant to site-based management implementation 
and behavior patterns of site-based management participants, 
in particular the principal, is Hersey and Blanchard's 
(1988) theoretical model of situational leadership. In this 
model, leadership effectiveness is determined by a leader's 
ability to match the style with the maturity level of the 
follower in resolving a problem or handling a particular 
situation. Both flexibility of the leader and goals and 
strategies of an organization are key determinants of 
changing one's leadership style. 
Hersey and Blanchard (1988) defined leadership style 
as the behavior patterns demonstrated when seeking to influ¬ 
ence the activities of others as perceived by those others. 
Two components of the model are task behavior and relation¬ 
ship behavior. Task behavior was described by Hersey and 
Blanchard (1988) as one-way communication where the leader 
tells what and how a task is to be done. Relationship 
behavior was described as two-way communication involving 
facilitation and support behaviors. Hersey and Blanchard 
contended that there is no "best" leadership style. Prin¬ 
cipals must be able to adapt and meet the needs of the 
school culture at a given time. In other words, the given 
cultural situation dictates the leadership style. 
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Social system theorists saw need motivation as a 
determinant of cognitive, perceptual, and other forms of 
behavior. According to Getzels, Lipham, and Campbell 
(1968), need disposition refers to tendencies to achieve 
some end state. It influences not only the goals an indi¬ 
vidual will try to attain in a particular environment but 
also the way he or she perceives the environment itself. 
The influence of need dispositions on perception and 
cognition is of the greatest moment in understanding role 
behavior, according to Getzels, Lipham, and Campbell (1968). 
They purported that a person assigned to any role will tend 
consciously or unconsciously to perceive, cognize, and order 
it at least partially according to his need dispositions. 
Maslow (1970) spoke of the needs of individuals in 
terms of higher and lower order needs. The lower order 
needs are physiological needs, security needs, and social 
needs. The higher order needs are self-esteem needs and 
self-actualization needs. According to Maslow (1970), this 
hierarchy of needs is the basis upon which people progress, 
and these needs have a major influence on an individual's 
behavior. 
Herzberg (1966) presented a theoretical framework 
which focused attention on the work environment to identify 
factors that arouse in people either positive or negative 
attitudes toward their work. The subjects in the study were 
asked to think of times when they felt good about their 
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jobs. Each subject was then asked to describe the condi¬ 
tions that led to those feelings. Results obtained were 
fairly consistent across the various subjects. Reported 
good feelings were generally associated with achievement, 
recognition, the work itself, responsibility, advancement, 
and growth. It is obvious from this study that if the 
school culture is one which fosters shared responsibility 
and decision making, then teachers will feel good about 
being involved in the process--the ultimate aim of which is 
improved student achievement. 
As teachers come to school they have different 
goals, and this is due to individual differences. The 
administration has to be sensitive to the goals of the indi¬ 
viduals in order to achieve the goal of the organization. 
Teachers will be more committed to the achievement of the 
school goal if they are a part of the group that makes the 
decisions. In the group decision-making process, decisions 
are the product of interpersonal decision processes and 
group dynamics (Patton 1989). 
Schimkowitsch (1996) conducted a study of a secon¬ 
dary principal's challenges with site-based management. The 
research question in this study was: What are the chal¬ 
lenges the principal at Falls High School faces in imple¬ 
menting site-based decision making and how does he handle 
them? The research used the naturalistic inquiry process to 
chronicle the challenges the principal of Falls High School 
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faced in implementing site-based management. Data were 
gathered from both structured and unstructured interviews 
administered by a participant observer. This information 
was utilized and transferred to index cards. From this, a 
case study was developed. 
The study found that the principal's first challenge 
was to adapt his management style to site-based management. 
Although that did not prove to be a problem for the prin¬ 
cipal in this study, other challenges arose. A primary 
challenge for the principal was to lead teachers and parents 
who had no training in how to wield power. The lack of 
training for all concerned, including the principal, proved 
to be a major stumbling block in the implementation of site- 
based management (Schimkowitsch 1996). 
It was concluded from a study by Stone (1996) that 
the implementation of SBM in the elementary school impacts 
the roles of the principal in the areas of management/ 
administration and leadership. The study, national in 
scope, used a traditional, three-cycle Delphi technique. A 
panel of experts consisting of twenty-four educational 
specialists and elementary school principals was selected 
to participate, and a structured Delphi instrument was 
developed as a result of semantic content analysis of the 
expert panel's responses. 
The data suggested that within the context of an SBM 
school, the elementary principal's role as leader requires 
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specialized skills to support shared governance. With the 
identification of the primary tasks of the elementary 
principal in SBM by the expert panel, it was concluded from 
the findings that administrators may need to acquire new 
skills and enhance existing skills. As a result, it was 
determined that it may be necessary to adapt professional 
development programs for elementary principals to accommo¬ 
date the advancement of the new competencies evolving from 
the implementation of SBM (Stone 1996) . 
Moran (1994) researched the role of school-focused 
staff development in the implementation of site-based 
management. In particular, the researcher examined the 
variables of district implementation, staff development, 
resources, climate assessment, participation, philosophy, 
and role clarification as it related to the perceptions of 
teachers in the successful or less successful implementation 
of site-based management. 
The data for Moran's (1994) study were obtained from 
a survey instrument. A total of 362 teachers participated 
in the survey from twenty-four New Jersey schools. The 
research sample included the demographic data and informa¬ 
tion for each of the respondents. This included educational 
experience in years, educational level, age, and gender. 
Based on the findings of the survey, the study concluded 
that both the high and low success groups viewed the 
variables of district implementation, staff development, 
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resources, and climate as indicative of a successful 
implementation. 
In a study by Aubrey (1992), the principal's lead¬ 
ership role in effective site-based managed schools was 
investigated. A fifteen-question survey was developed to 
identify those schools using the site-based management 
process effectively or ineffectively. Sixty-eight of the 
ninety-nine principal and site-team responses were selected 
to participate in the project. The following were among 
the conclusions: (1) In schools where the site-based 
management process was effectively implemented, site-team 
members perceived their principals' leadership skills as 
more developed; and (2) in schools where the site-based 
management process was effectively implemented, site-team 
members had received more training in the implementation of 
the process. 
In summary, the school administrator must be con¬ 
cerned with leading the group from a collection of indi¬ 
viduals to a collaborative decision-making unit. This 
implies that school administrators must develop group 
decision-making skills as well as skills in individual 
decision making. When all are involved, they will have a 
sense of ownership, achievement, and job satisfaction. 
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Definitions of Variables 
Each definition in this section gives the meaning 
of a particular term as it relates to the context of this 
study. 
1. Site-based management : A system of administra¬ 
tion in which the local school is the primary unit of educa¬ 
tional decision making; the decentralization or transfer 
of control from district offices to individual schools. 
Principals, teachers, parents, and community members are 
given more authority over what happens in schools. 
2. Shared decision making: An ongoing process in 
which the stakeholders of the local site--principals, 
teachers, parents, students, and community members--make 
educational decisions in a collaborative manner at the local 
school level. 
3. Resistance to change: Opposition to the 
restructuring of existing pagadigms, procedures, rules, and 
requirements which enable an organization to adapt its 
function to new circumstances. 
4. Policies and procedures: Set guidelines and 
rules governing the establishment and functioning of a 
school system at the district and local school site levels. 
5. Stakeholder support: An act of commitment to 
serve as a participant in the decision-making process from 
those individuals--principals, teachers, parents, students, 
117 
community members--who have a vested interest in the local 
school. 
6. Professional development training: Workshops 
designed specifically to address the elements/components of 
site-based management. These inservices are based upon the 
identification of individual and building needs and goals, 
planning and design of program and activities, delivery of 
planned programs and activities, and evaluation of effec¬ 
tiveness in terms of performance, outcomes, and staff satis¬ 
faction. Site-based staff development gives autonomy to 
principals and staff to engage in all aspects of staff 
development in a manner determined by the individual 
building. 
7. Moderator variables: Moderator variables of 
principal's gender, years of experience, and school type 
(elementary, middle, or high school) were considered to 
determine the roles, if any, they play in terms of the five 
independent variables: resistance to change, shared deci¬ 
sion making, policies and procedures, stakeholder support, 
and professional development training. 
8. Gender : The sex of the leader (male coded 1, 
female coded 2). 
9. Administrative experience: The number of years 
in an educational leadership capacity (5 years or less, 6 to 
10 years, 11 to 15 years, or 16 years and above). 
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10. School type: The principal's present leader¬ 
ship assignment (elementary, middle, or high school). 
Null Hypotheses 
In order to provide persuasive results, the study 
addressed the following null hypotheses. These hypotheses 
were tested in this study at a .05 level of statistical 
significance. 
1. There is no significant relationship between 
resistance to change and successful implementation of site- 
based management as perceived by principals. 
2. There is no significant difference in princi¬ 
pals' perceptions of resistance to change and successful 
implementation of site-based management in terms of gender. 
3. There is no significant difference in princi¬ 
pals' perceptions of resistance to change and successful 
implementation of site-based management based on years of 
experience. 
4. There is no significant difference in princi¬ 
pals' perceptions of resistance to change and successful 
implementation of site-based management based on school 
type--elementary, middle, or high school. 
5. There is no significant relationship between 
shared decision making and successful implementation of 
site-based management as perceived by principals. 
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6. There is no significant difference in princi¬ 
pals' perceptions of shared decision making and successful 
implementation of site-based management in terms of gender. 
7. There is no significant difference in princi¬ 
pals' perceptions of shared decision making and successful 
implementation of site-based management based on years of 
experience. 
8. There is no significant difference in princi¬ 
pals' perceptions of shared decision making and successful 
implementation of site-based management based on school 
type--elementary, middle, or high school. 
9. There is no significant relationship between 
policies and procedures and successful implementation of 
site-based management as perceived by principals. 
10. There is no significant difference in princi¬ 
pals' perceptions of policies and procedures and successful 
implementation of site-based management in terms of gender. 
11. There is no significant difference in princi¬ 
pals' perceptions of policies and procedures and successful 
implementation of site-based management based on years of 
experience. 
12. There is no significant difference in princi¬ 
pals' perceptions of policies and procedures and successful 
implementation of site-based management based on school 
type--elementary, middle, or high school. 
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13. There is no significant relationship between 
stakeholder support and successful implementation of site- 
based management as perceived by principals. 
14. There is no significant difference in princi¬ 
pals' perceptions of stakeholder support and successful 
implementation of site-based management in terms of gender. 
15. There is no significant difference in princi¬ 
pals' perceptions of stakeholder support and successful 
implementation of site-based management based on years of 
experience. 
16. There is no significant difference in princi¬ 
pals' perceptions of stakeholder support and successful 
implementation of site-based management based on school 
type--elementary, middle, or high school. 
17. There is no significant relationship between 
professional development training and successful implemen¬ 
tation of site-based management as perceived by principals. 
18. There is no significant difference in princi¬ 
pals' perceptions of professional development training and 
successful implementation of site-based management in terms 
of gender. 
19. There is no significant difference in princi¬ 
pals' perceptions of professional development training and 
successful implementation of site-based management based on 
years of experience. 
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20. There is no significant difference in princi¬ 
pals' perceptions of professional development training and 
successful implementation of site-based management based on 
school type--elementary, middle, or high school. 
Limitations of the Study 
As in any study, this investigation was bound by 
certain limits. The following are the limitations which 
were presented by this research and which therefore affect 
its use and interpretation: 
1. The study was limited to principals' perceptions 
and did not include other administrative personnel. 
2. This study was limited to principals within the 
DeKalb County School System. 
3. No attempt was made to assess teachers' percep¬ 
tions of principals' leadership practices as they relate to 
site-based management. 
4. This study was restricted to the selected vari¬ 
ables and did not exhaust all the factors that are involved 
in shared decision making. 
Summary 
This chapter has presented the theoretical and con¬ 
ceptual framework for this study. It included definitions 
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of the variables associated with this study, the relation¬ 
ship among the variables, the null hypotheses, and the 
limitations of the study. 
The theoretical framework was presented for the 
relationship between site-based management and the change 
process (Lewin 1951, 1974), shared decision making (Ouchi 
1978), the principal's leadership style/behaviors (Hersey 
and Blanchard 1993, Tannenbaum and Schmidt 1973), and 
leadership training (Fiedler 1967) . Motivational theories 
(Herzberg 1966, Maslow 1970) were also presented to support 
the theoretical framework of this study. 
The next chapter describes the design of the study, 
working with human subjects, the instrument, face validity 
and content validity, reliability, data collection proce¬ 
dures, and statistical applications. 
CHAPTER IV 
METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
This study was designed to determine the relation¬ 
ship between implementation of site-based management and 
resistance to change, shared decision making, policies and 
procedures, stakeholder support, and professional develop¬ 
ment training as perceived by principals from the DeKalb 
County School System. The information obtained was used to 
design a model for site implementation. This chapter pre¬ 
sents the research design and methodology used in conducting 
this study. It includes the description of the setting, 
sampling procedures, description of the instruments, data 
collection procedures, and statistical application. The 
procedures are systematically presented to guide the 
research process as well as to seek specific information and 
a solution to the research questions. 
Research Design 
A quantitative research approach was used for this 
study. By the nature of the study being investigated, the 
specific research design is the survey research design. A 
survey research design, according to Borg and Gall (1983), 
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is one in which the researcher typically employs the use of 
questionnaires and interviews to determine the opinions, 
attitudes, preferences, and perceptions of persons. The 
design also allows the researcher to randomly select samples 
from a target population. It was anticipated that the 
results of this study would contribute to the body of 
knowledge in the site-based management area and provide 
school district central-level personnel with a model for 
successful implementation of site-based management within 
any school district. 
Description of the Setting 
The target school district for this study was the 
DeKalb County School System (DCSS). The DCSS is a large, 
metropolitan, suburban school system located southeast of 
Atlanta, Georgia. The school system is composed of approx¬ 
imately 96,000 students served by 7,100 certified and clas¬ 
sified personnel. The composition of the student population 
is 75 percent African American, 11 percent white, and 14 
percent others (Hispanic, Asian, Third World countries, 
etc.). Currently, the school system has a total of 108 
schools: 79 elementary schools, 11 middle schools, and 18 
high schools. The 108 schools of the DCSS are subdivided 
into eight areas. Each area consists of a cluster of 
schools with each school level represented: elementary, 
middle, and high school. Among the DCSS principals, 73 
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percent are at the elementary level, 10 percent are at the 
middle school level, and 17 percent are at the high school 
level. This school system is operated by a seven-member 
elected board. The superintendent is appointed by the board 
and has the operational plan approved by the board. 
Sampling Procedures 
The sample for this study included all elementary, 
middle school, and high school principals in the DeKalb 
County School System. As a general rule, according to 
Kindred, Bagan, and Gallagher (1990, 35), "it would be too 
time consuming for a researcher to survey an entire popula¬ 
tion if the population is over 400 or 500." Kindred, Bagan, 
and Gallagher (1990, 35) further suggested that "if the 
population to be surveyed is less than 400, it would be 
wise to survey everyone rather than a sample." Therefore, 
because the population surveyed in this study consisted of 
only 108 principals, the entire population was surveyed and 
the random sampling procedure was not used in this study. 
Because the sample is of the whole, then, gender, 
years of experience, and school type (elementary, middle, or 
high school) were represented in the sample. The data were 
analyzed in terms of principals' perceptions based on the 




After permission was received from the DeKalb County 
School system to conduct the study, a questionnaire was 
mailed to all elementary, middle, and high school prin¬ 
cipals. A cover letter was attached asking each principal 
for voluntary assistance in gathering the information sought 
by the researcher. The questionnaire was structured to 
ensure privacy for each participant. Participants' names 
and school names and/or codes were not solicited on the 
questionnaire. Participants were assured that all infor¬ 
mation gathered by the researcher would be held in strict 
confidence. No one would be in a position to threaten 
the participants' anonymity, nor would any information be 
released without consent of the participants. 
Description of the Instrument, 
The instrument, Principal's Survey: Site-Based 
Management Perceptions (appendix D), was developed by the 
researcher to measure the relationship between implementa¬ 
tion of site-based management and resistance to change, 
shared decision making, policies and procedures, stakeholder 
support, and professional development training. The infor¬ 
mation obtained was utilized to design a model for site 
implementation. 
The instrument was divided into two major sections. 
Section 1 consisted of three demographic items addressing 
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administrative experience, leadership position, and gender. 
Administrative experience was scored as 1 to 4 (5 years or 
less, 6-10 years, 11-15 years, and 16 and above years). 
Position was scored 1 to 3 (elementary principal, middle 
school principal, and high school principal). Gender was 
scored as l (male) or 2 (female). 
Section 2 contained items in the form of a Likert- 
type scale to determine the relationship between principals' 
perceptions of site-based management implementation and the 
factors of resistance to change, shared decision making, 
stakeholder support, policies and procedures, and profes¬ 
sional development training. The items in this section of 
the instrument required respondents to select one of five 
responses: Strongly Agree, Agree, Undecided, Disagree, 
and Strongly Disagree. Each expression was assigned an 
appropriate weight to indicate the level of agreement or 
disagreement. 
Once the survey was developed, it was presented to 
the researcher's doctoral committee for review. A panel of 
experts technique was employed to establish validity of the 
instrument. 
In order to determine the reliability of internal 
consistency, the alpha reliability coefficient was applied 
to the following subscales of the investigative instrument 
and for the test as a whole: 
I. Site-Based Management 
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II. Resistance to Change 
III. Shared Decision Making 
IV. Stakeholder Support 
V. Policies and Procedures 
VI. Professional Development Training 
VII. Test as a Whole 
Kintz and Bruning (1976) stated that whenever an 
instrument's reliability value is .70 or above, the instru¬ 
ment is considered reliable. Additionally, the researcher 
tested the significance of the seven reliability coeffi¬ 
cients above at the .70 level. 
The total reliability alpha (.8269) indicated that 
the instrument appropriately measured the critical factors 
of site-based management, resistance to change, shared deci¬ 
sion making, policies and procedures, stakeholder support, 
and professional development training. The reliability 
alpha indicated that the concept of the six factors is 
sound. 
Data Collection Procedures 
Permission was sought from the superintendent and 
the director for research and evaluation to conduct research 
in the DeKalb County School System. Upon obtaining permis¬ 
sion, a questionnaire packet and cover letter was mailed to 
each elementary, middle, and high school principal. The 
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questionnaire instrument was structured to identify years of 
experience, gender, and school type of each principal. 
The cover letter stipulated that the identity of the respon¬ 
dent would not be disclosed in this study and that partici¬ 
pation was voluntary. A self-addressed, stamped envelope 
was also provided for the return of the questionnaire to the 
researcher. A follow-up letter was sent to all nonrespon¬ 
dents approximately two weeks after the initial mailing 
requesting participation in the study with a second copy of 
the questionnaire and a second stamped, self-addressed 
envelope. 
Once the questionnaires were returned, they were 
sorted and logged by codes. The numerical coding with one 
number assigned to each principal was utilized in order to 
maintain accurate records of principals responding for the 
purpose of follow-up. The responses were then entered in 
the computer. 
Statistical Application 
This study was designed to determine principals' 
perceptions of the relationship between site-based manage¬ 
ment and resistance to change, shared decision making, 
stakeholder support, policies and procedures, and profes¬ 
sional development training. The measuring instrument was 
coded after receipt of questionnaires from respondents and 
entered into the computer. Applications from a statistical 
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software package, the Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences (SPSS), were used to process and analyze the data. 
The results were analyzed and presented in raw frequencies 
and percentages. Best and Kahn (1989) defined a correlation 
as the relationship between two or more paired variables or 
two or more sets of data. Because the researcher was meas¬ 
uring the degree of relationships between sets of variables, 
the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient, or 
Pearson r, was used to test the hypotheses at the .05 alpha 
level (Hypotheses 1, 5, 9, 13, and 17). The I Test and One- 
Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) were used to test whether 
the independent variables of gender, years of experience, 
and school type significantly affected responses of princi¬ 
pals on the Likert scale questions (Best and Kahn 1989). 
The alpha level (level of significance) of .05 was selected, 
as the researcher was willing to accept a 5 percent chance 
that the statistical finding would be in error. 
Sunwary 
This chapter described the methods and procedures 
used in the study, the sampling procedures, working with 
human subjects, description of the instrument, data collec¬ 
tion procedures, and statistical application. Chapter V 
presents the analysis of data. 
CHAPTER V 
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
This study examined factors which affect the 
acceptance and implementation of site-based management as 
perceived by principals prior to a school district's adop¬ 
tion of this vital educational reform. Specifically, this 
study examined five factors: (1) resistance to change, 
(2) shared decision making, (3) policies and procedures, 
(4) stakeholder support, and (5) professional development 
training. 
The presentation and analyses of the data were 
divided into two major sections: Descriptive statistics 
reported the demographic and experiential information 
gathered in this study, and inferential statistics analyzed 
the data to determine if any statistically significant 
relationships existed among any of the independent and 
dependent variables identified in the study and defined by 
the hypotheses. Data were analyzed using Pearson £ Correla¬ 
tion, T Test, and One-Way Analysis of Variance. Analyses 
also checked for differences among demographic groups in 
relationship to the questions on the survey. The data 
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collected for this study were statistically analyzed 
according to each hypothesis. The findings are presented as 
follows. 
Table 1 displays a frequency distribution of gender 
represented by the respondents. The respondents were fairly 
equally divided with twenty-eight females (50.9 percent) and 
twenty-seven males (49.1 percent). 
DISTRIBUTION OF 
TABLE 1 
RESPONDENTS IN TERMS OF GENDER 
Gender Frequency Percentage 
1 Male 27 49.1 
2 Female 28 50.9 
Total 55 100.0 
Table 2 presents the frequency and percentage of 
respondents by experience. Table 2 shows that the greater 
number of principals had experience of 11-15 years (16 or 
29.1 percent) or 16 years or more (16 or 29.1 percent). 
Only eight (14.5 percent) of the principals had 5 or fewer 
years of experience, and fifteen (27.3 percent) had experi¬ 
ence of 6-10 years. 
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TABLE 2 
DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS IN TERMS OF YEARS 
OF EXPERIENCE 
Years of Experience Frequency Percentage 
1 5 years or less 8 14.5 
2 6-10 years 15 27.3 
3 11-15 years 16 29.1 
4 16 years or more 16 29.1 
Total 55 100.0 
Table 3 presents the frequency and percentage of 
respondents by leadership position (type of school). Table 
3 shows that nine (16.4 percent) of the responding princi- 
pals were assigned to a middle school. The largest percen- 
tage of responding principals (58.2 percent) were assigned 
to an elementary school. Fourteen respondents (25.5 
percent) were assigned to high schools. 
TABLE 3 
DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS IN TERMS OF YEARS OF 
LEADERSHIP POSITION (SCHOOL TYPE) 
Position (School Type) Frequency Percentage 
1 Elementary School 32 58.2 
2 Middle School 9 16.4 
3 High School 14 25.5 
Total 55 100.0 
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Table 4 presents the frequencies, total mean scores, 
ranges, and percentages of principals' perceptions of the 
critical factors of site-based management. A total of 
fifty-five principals responded to the survey. The greatest 
agreement in Table 4 is represented by the highest score. 
The scores ranged from 1 to 5. Each expression was assigned 
an appropriate weight to indicate the level of agreement or 
disagreement. Weights were assigned as follows for site- 
based management, shared decision making, policies and pro¬ 
cedures, stakeholder support, and professional development 
training: 5 = strongly agree, 4 = agree, 3 = undecided, 
2 = disagree, and 1 = strongly disagree. Resistance to 
change was measured using a reversed scale: 1 = strongly 
agree, 2 = agree, 3 = undecided, 4 = disagree, and 5 = 
strongly disagree. 
The average mean scores of the perceptions of site- 
based management yielded a total mean of 3.731. This 
finding suggests mild agreement or some uncertainty among 
building leaders in their perceptions of site-based manage¬ 
ment. The responses also revealed that only 66 percent of 
the respondents mildly agreed with the components needed for 
successful implementation of site-based management. 
The average mean scores of the perceptions of 
resistance to change yielded a total mean of 3.306 (table 4) 
on a reversed scale (1 = strongly agree and 5 = strongly 
disagree) . This finding suggests that principals in this 
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TABLE 4 
RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS OF THE CRITICAL 
FACTORS OF SITE-BASED MANAGEMENT 
Factor Frequency Mean Range % 
Site-Based Management 55 3.731 4.0 66 
Resistance to Change 55 3.306* 4.0 72* 
Shared Decision Making 55 4.153 4.0 86 
Policies and Procedures 55 3.880 4.0 81 
Stakeholder Support 55 4.103 4.0 86 
Professional Development 
Training 
53 4.002 4.0 85 
Note : Mean based on a 5-point scale where 5 = strongly 
agree and 1 = strongly disagree. 
♦Reversed weights : 1 = strongly agree and 5 = strongly 
disagree. 
study were not resistant to change. Seventy-two of the 
respondents disagreed with the indicators for resistance to 
change. They were satisfied with their present level of 
autonomy and would like to choose whether or not to imple¬ 
ment site-based management. 
The average mean score of principals' perceptions of 
shared decision making yielded a total mean of 4.153 (table 
4) . Eighty-six percent of the principals agreed that shared 
decision making is an essential factor for successful imple¬ 
mentation of site-based management. This finding suggests 
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that the respondents agreed that decisions regarding the 
operations of the school should be made by the principal, 
teachers, students, and parents working cooperatively 
together as a team. 
The average mean score of principals' perceptions of 
policies and procedures yielded a total mean score of 3.880 
(table 4). Eighty-one percent of the principals responding 
mildly agreed that all stakeholders should be involved in 
the process of establishing the policies and procedures 
which govern the school. 
The average mean score of principals' perceptions of 
stakeholder support yielded a total mean score of 4.103 
(table 4). This finding suggests that principals strongly 
agreed that successful site-based management requires 
support from all stakeholders and that teamwork is essen¬ 
tial. Eighty-six percent of the respondents agreed that 
stakeholder support is vital for the success of site-based 
management. 
The average mean score of principals' perceptions of 
professional development training yielded a total mean score 
of 4.002 (table 4) for fifty-three respondents. Eighty-two 
percent of the principals responding strongly agreed that 
additional professional development training is needed. For 
successful site-based management the training must be 
ongoing. 
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Data in Relation to Null Hypotheses 
The correlational analysis of the data in relation 
to Hypotheses 1, 5, 9, 13, and 17 is presented in table 5. 
The table shows the results of the Pearson £ correlation 
matrix of all the selected variables: site-based management 
(SBM), resistance to change (RTC), shared decision making 
(SDM), policies and procedures (PAP), stakeholder support 
(SS), and professional development training (PDT). The 
relationships were measured for statistical significance 
using the .05 level of confidence. 
TABLE 5 
PEARSON £ CORRELATION MATRIX OF THE SELECTED VARIABLES 
SBM RTC SDM PAP SS PDT 
SBM 1.0000 .1160 .1121 .0255 -.0614 .1804 
RTC 1.0000 -.1029 - .0405 -.2116 .0586 
SDM 1.0000 .3634** .5622** .0285 
PAP 1.0000 .5073** .1544 
SS 1.0000 .0168 
PDT 1.000 
♦Significant at .05. **Significant at .01. 
Hypothesis l. There is no significant relationship 
between resistance to change and successful implementation 
of site-based management as perceived by principals. 
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Table 5 shows the Pearson r correlation coefficient 
indicating the relationship between resistance to change and 
successful implementation of site-based management as per¬ 
ceived by principals. The coefficient yielded an r value of 
.1160, which is not significant at the .05 level. There¬ 
fore, the null hypothesis is accepted, indicating there is 
no significant relationship. 
Hypothesis 5. There is no significant relationship 
between shared decision making and successful implementation 
of site-based management as perceived by principals. 
Table 5 shows the Pearson £ correlation coefficient 
indicating the relationship between shared decision making 
and successful implementation of site-based management as 
perceived by principals. The coefficient yielded an £ value 
of .1121, which is not significant at the .05 level. There¬ 
fore, the null hypothesis is accepted, indicating there is 
no significant relationship. 
Hypothesis 9. There is no significant relationship 
between policies and procedures and successful implementa¬ 
tion of site-based management as perceived by principals. 
Table 5 shows the Pearson r correlation coefficient 
indicating the relationship between policies and procedures 
and successful implementation of site-based management as 
perceived by principals. The coefficient yielded an £ value 
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of .0255, which is not significant at the .05 level. There¬ 
fore, the null hypothesis is accepted, indicating there is 
no significant relationship. 
Hypothesis 13. There is no significant relationship 
between stakeholder support and successful implementation of 
site-based management as perceived by principals. 
Table 5 shows the Pearson £ correlation coefficient 
indicating the relationship between stakeholder support and 
successful implementation of site-based management as per¬ 
ceived by principals. The coefficient yielded an £ value of 
.0614, which is not significant at the .05 level. There¬ 
fore, the null hypothesis is accepted, indicating there is 
no significant relationship. 
Hypothesis 17. There is no significant relationship 
between professional development training and successful 
implementation of site-based management as perceived by 
principals. 
Table 5 shows the Pearson £ correlation coefficient 
indicating the relationship between professional development 
training and successful implementation of site-based manage¬ 
ment as perceived by principals. The coefficient yielded an 
£ value of .1804, which is not significant at the .05 level. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis is accepted, indicating there 
is no significant relationship. 
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Hypotheses 2, 6, 10, 14, and 18 concerning responses 
in terms of gender were tested with the £ Test for Indepen¬ 
dent Samples. Results are displayed in table 6. 
TABLE 6 
I TESTS FOR INDEPENDENT SAMPLES OF RESPONDENTS 









RTC M 27 19.9259 3.573 0.17 53 .868 
F 28 19.7500 4.187 
SDM M 27 9.4815 2.563 1.00 53 .320 
F 28 8.8571 2.031 
PAP M 27 17.5185 3.817 1.26 53 .214 
F 28 16.4286 2.501 
SS M 27 11.4074 2.422 0.08 53 .939 
F 28 11.3571 2.407 
PDT M 27 17.3333 12.045 
<N 
O
 1 53 .677 
F 28 18.6786 11.741 
Hypothesis 2. There is no significant difference in 
principals' perceptions of resistance to change and success¬ 
ful implementation of site-based management in terms of 
gender. 
Table 6 shows the £ value indicating the difference 
in principals' perceptions of resistance to change and 
successful implementation of site-based management in 
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terms of gender. The £ value (0.17) for these differences 
is not significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null 
hypothesis is accepted. 
Hypothesis 6. There is no significant difference in 
principals' perceptions of shared decision making and 
successful implementation of site-based management in terms 
of gender. 
Table 6 shows the £ value indicating the difference 
in principals' perceptions of shared decision making and 
successful implementation of site-based management in terms 
of gender. The £ value (1.00) for these differences is 
not significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null 
hypothesis is accepted. 
Hypothesis 10. There is no significant difference 
in principals' perceptions of policies and procedures and 
successful implementation of site-based management in terms 
of gender. 
Table 6 shows the £ value indicating the difference 
in principals' perceptions of policies and procedures and 
successful implementation of site-based management in terms 
of gender. The £ value (1.26) for these differences is 
not significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null 
hypothesis is accepted. 
Hypothesis 14. There is no significant difference 
in principals' perceptions of stakeholder support and 
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successful implementation of site-based management in terms 
of gender. 
Table 6 shows the £ value indicating the difference 
in principals' perceptions of stakeholder support and 
successful implementation of site-based management in terms 
of gender. The £ value (0.08) for these differences is 
not significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null 
hypothesis is accepted. 
Hypothesis 18. There is no significant difference 
in principals' perceptions of professional development 
training and successful implementation of site-based 
management in terms of gender. 
Table 6 shows the £ value indicating the difference 
in principals' perceptions of professional development 
training and successful implementation of site-based manage¬ 
ment in terms of gender. The £ value (-0.42) for these 
differences is not significant at the .05 level. Therefore, 
the null hypothesis is accepted. 
The remaining hypotheses were tested using One-Way 
Analysis of Variance. These hypotheses examined the five 
factors of resistance to change, shared decision making, 
policies and procedures, stakeholder support, and profes¬ 
sional development training in terms of principals' years of 
experience and school type. 
Hypothesis 3. There is no significant difference in 
principals' perceptions of resistance to change and 
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successful implementation of site-based management based on 
years of experience. 
Table 7 shows the results of the analysis for prin¬ 
cipals' perceptions of resistance to change and successful 
implementation of site-based management based on years of 
experience. The results indicate that there are no signifi¬ 
cant differences among principals' perceptions of resistance 
to change and successful implementation of site-based 
management based on years of experience. The £ probability 
yielded a value of .6340, which is not significant at the 
.05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis is accepted, 
indicating there is no significant difference. 
TABLE 7 
ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE (ANOVA) FOR PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF RESISTANCE TO CHANGE AND SUCCESSFUL 
IMPLEMENTATION OF SITE-BASED MANAGEMENT 










Between Groups 3 26.3564 8.7855 0.5750 .6340 
Within Groups 51 779.1708 15.2779 
Total 54 805.5273 
Hypothesis 4. There is no significant difference in 
principals' perceptions of resistance to change and success¬ 
ful implementation of site-based management based on school 
type--elementary, middle, or high school. 
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Table 8 shows the results of the analysis for prin¬ 
cipals' perceptions of resistance to change and successful 
implementation of site-based management based on school 
type. The results indicate that there are no significant 
differences among principals' perceptions of resistance to 
change and successful implementation of site-based manage¬ 
ment based on school type. The F probability yielded a 
value of .8335, which is not significant at the .05 level. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis is accepted, indicating there 
is no significant difference. 
TABLE 8 
ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE (ANOVA) FOR PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF RESISTANCE TO CHANGE AND SUCCESSFUL 
IMPLEMENTATION OF SITE-BASED MANAGEMENT 










Between Groups 2 5.6220 2.8110 0.1827 .8335 
Within Groups 52 799.9053 15.3828 
Total 54 805.5273 
Hypothesis 7. There is no significant difference in 
principals' perceptions of shared decision making and 
successful implementation of site-based management based on 
years of experience. 
Table 9 shows the results of the analysis for prin¬ 
cipals' perceptions of shared decision making and successful 
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TABLE 9 
ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE (ANOVA) FOR PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF SHARED DECISION MAKING AND SUCCESSFUL 
IMPLEMENTATION OF SITE-BASED MANAGEMENT 










Between Groups 3 11.0523 3.6841 0.6796 .5686 
Within Groups 51 276.4750 5.4211 
Total 54 287.5273 
implementation of site-based management based on years of 
experience. The results indicate that there are no signifi¬ 
cant differences among principals' perceptions of shared 
decision making and successful implementation of site-based 
management based on years of experience. The £ probability 
yielded a value of .5685, which is not significant at the 
.05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis is accepted, 
indicating there is no significant difference. 
Hypothesis 8. There is no significant difference in 
principals' perceptions of shared decision making and 
successful implementation of site-based management based on 
school type--elementary, middle, or high school. 
Table 10 shows the results of the analysis for prin¬ 
cipals' perceptions of shared decision making and successful 
implementation of site-based management based on school 
type. The results indicate that there are no significant 
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TABLE 10 
ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE (ANOVA) FOR PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF SHARED DECISION MAKING AND SUCCESSFUL 
IMPLEMENTATION OF SITE-BASED MANAGEMENT 










Between Groups 2 8.9479 4.4740 0.8351 .4396 
Within Groups 52 278.5794 5.3573 
Total 54 287.5273 
differences among principals' perceptions of shared decision 
making and successful implementation of site-based manage¬ 
ment based on school type. The £ probability yielded a 
value of .4396, which is not significant at the .05 level. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis is accepted, indicating there 
is no significant difference. 
Hypothesis ll. There is no significant difference 
in principals' perceptions of policies and procedures and 
successful implementation of site-based management based on 
years of experience. 
Table 11 shows the results of the analysis for 
principals' perceptions of policies and procedures and 
successful implementation of site-based management based on 
years of experience. The results indicate that there are no 
significant differences among principals' perceptions of 
policies and procedures and successful implementation of 
147 
TABLE 11 
ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE (ANOVA) FOR PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF POLICIES AND PROCEDURES AND SUCCESSFUL 
IMPLEMENTATION OF SITE-BASED MANAGEMENT 










Between Groups 3 15.7023 5.2341 0.4869 .6929 
Within Groups 51 548.2250 10.7495 
Total 54 563.9273 
site-based management based on years of experience. The £ 
probability yielded a value of .6929, which is not signifi¬ 
cant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis is 
accepted, indicating there is no significant difference. 
Hypothesis 12. There is no significant difference 
in principals' perceptions of policies and procedures and 
successful implementation of site-based management based on 
school type--elementary, middle, or high school. 
Table 12 shows the results of the analysis for prin¬ 
cipals' perceptions of policies and procedures and success¬ 
ful implementation of site-based management based on school 
type. The results indicate that there are no significant 
differences among principals' perceptions of policies and 
procedures and successful implementation of site-based 
management based on school type. The £ probability yielded 
a value of .6244, which is not significant at the .05 level. 
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TABLE 12 
ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE (ANOVA) FOR PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF POLICIES AND PROCEDURES AND SUCCESSFUL 
IMPLEMENTATION OF SITE-BASED MANAGEMENT 










Between Groups 2 10.1237 5.0619 0.4753 .6244 
Within Groups 52 553.8036 10.6501 
Total 54 563.9273 
Therefore, the null hypothesis is accepted, indicating there 
is no significant difference. 
Hypothesis 15. There is no significant difference 
in principals' perceptions of stakeholder support and 
successful implementation of site-based management based on 
years of experience. 
Table 13 shows the results of the analysis for 
principals' perceptions of stakeholder support and success¬ 
ful implementation of site-based management based on years 
of experience. The results indicate that there are no 
significant differences among principals' perceptions of 
stakeholder support and successful implementation of site- 
based management based on years of experience. The £ 
probability yielded a value of .7892, which is not signifi¬ 
cant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis is 
accepted, indicating there is no significant difference. 
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TABLE 13 
ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE (ANOVA) FOR PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF STAKEHOLDER SUPPORT AND SUCCESSFUL 
IMPLEMENTATION OF SITE-BASED MANAGEMENT 










Between Groups 3 6.2360 2.0787 0.3502 .7892 
Within Groups 51 302.7458 5.9362 
Total 54 308.9818 
Hypothesis 16. There is no significant difference 
in principals' perceptions of stakeholder support and 
successful implementation of site-based management based on 
school type--elementary, middle, or high school. 
Table 14 shows the results of the analysis for prin¬ 
cipals' perceptions of stakeholder support and successful 
implementation of site-based management based on school 
type. The results indicate that there are no significant 
differences among principals' perceptions of stakeholder 
support and successful implementation of site-based manage¬ 
ment based on school type. The £ probability yielded a 
value of .2645, which is not significant at the .05 level. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis is accepted, indicating there 
is no significant difference. 
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TABLE 14 
ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE (ANOVA) FOR PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF STAKEHOLDER SUPPORT AND SUCCESSFUL 
IMPLEMENTATION OF SITE-BASED MANAGEMENT 










Between Groups 2 15.4059 7.7030 1.3644 .2645 
Within Groups 52 293.5759 5.6457 
Total 54 308.9818 
Hypothesis 19. There is no significant difference 
in principals' perceptions of professional development 
training and successful implementation of site-based 
management based on years of experience. 
Table 15 shows the results of the analysis for 
principals' perceptions of professional development training 
and successful implementation of site-based management based 
on years of experience. The results indicate that there are 
no significant differences among principals' perceptions of 
professional development training and successful implementa¬ 
tion of site-based management based on years of experience. 
The F probability yielded a value of .4070, which is not 
significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null 




ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE (ANOVA) FOR PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT TRAINING 
AND SUCCESSFUL IMPLEMENTATION OF SITE-BASED 










Between L Groups 3 411.9985 137.3328 0.9855 .4070 
Within Groups 51 7106.9833 139.3526 
Total 54 7518.9818 
Hypothesis 20. There is no significant difference 
in principals' perceptions of professional development 
training and successful implementation of site-based 
management based on school type--elementary, middle, or high 
school. 
Table 16 shows the results of the analysis for 
principals' perceptions of professional development training 
and successful implementation of site-based management based 
on school type. The results indicate that there are no 
significant differences among principals' perceptions of 
professional development training and successful implementa¬ 
tion of site-based management based on school type. The F 
probability yielded a value of .6111, which is not signifi¬ 
cant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis is 
accepted, indicating there is no significant difference. 
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TABLE 16 
ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE (ANOVA) FOR PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT TRAINING 
AND SUCCESSFUL IMPLEMENTATION OF SITE-BASED 










Between Groups 2 141.9985 70.5422 0.4972 .6111 
Within Groups 52 7377.8973 141.8826 
Total 54 7518.9818 
Summary 
This chapter presented the data analysis for the 
study. Null Hypotheses 1, 5, 9, 13, and 17 were concerned 
with resistance to change, shared decision making, policies 
and procedures, stakeholder support, professional develop¬ 
ment training, and principals' perceptions of site-based 
management. Null Hypotheses 2, 6, 10, 14, and 18 were con¬ 
cerned with the differences between resistance to change, 
shared decision making, policies and procedures, stakeholder 
support, professional development training, and principals' 
perceptions of site-based management based on gender. Null 
Hypotheses 3, 7, 11, 15, and 19 were concerned with the 
differences between resistance to change, shared decision 
making, policies and procedures, stakeholder support, pro¬ 
fessional development training, and principals' perceptions 
of site-based management based on years of experience. Null 
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Hypotheses 4, 8, 12, 16, and 20 were concerned with the 
differences between resistance to change, shared decision 
making, policies and procedures, stakeholder support, pro¬ 
fessional development training, and principals' perceptions 
of site-based management based on school type (elementary, 
middle, or high school). The analysis accepted each of the 
twenty null hypotheses tested in the study. 
The data indicated that principals at all levels 
were knowledgeable of the concept of site-based management. 
The data also indicated that, overall, principals in this 
study were not resistant to change. They are satisfied with 
their present level of autonomy and would like to choose 
whether or not to implement site-based management. Princi¬ 
pals strongly agreed that successful site-based management 
requires support from all stakeholders. It was overwhelm¬ 
ingly agreed that the principal, teachers, and parents 
should serve on a building leadership team which makes all 
decisions regarding the operations of the school. Princi¬ 
pals were, however, undecided as to involving parents in 
selecting new staff. Principals recognized and agreed that 
additional professional development training is needed, 
particularly in the areas of facilitating changes, community 
building, and effective group process skills. 
Chapter VI presents the findings, conclusions, 
implications, and recommendations of the study. 
CHAPTER VI 
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This chapter presents the findings, conclusions, 
implications, and recommendations for the study. The study 
was conducted to examine factors which affect the acceptance 
and implementation of site-based management as perceived by 
principals prior to a school district's adoption of this 
vital educational reform. Specifically, this study examined 
the relationship between five factors, (1) resistance to 
change, (2) shared decision making, (3) policies and 
procedures, (4) stakeholder support, and (5) professional 
development training, and their effect on successful imple¬ 
mentation of site-based management. 
Findings 
This study tested the null hypotheses to determine 
if statistically significant relationships existed between 
successful implementation of site-based management and 
resistance to change, shared decision making, policies and 
procedures, stakeholder support, and professional develop¬ 
ment training based on gender, years of experience, and 
school leadership position (school type). 
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Hypothesis 1. There is no significant relationship 
between resistance to change and successful implementation 
of site-based management as perceived by principals. 
Table 5 showed a correlation coefficient of £ = 
.1160 between resistance to change and perceived successful 
implementation of site-based management. This value failed 
to reach significance at the .05 level. Therefore, the null 
hypothesis was accepted. 
Hypothesis 2. There is no significant difference in 
principals' perceptions of resistance to change and success¬ 
ful implementation of site-based management in terms of 
gender. 
Table 6 showed a £ value of 0.17 between resistance 
to change and perceived successful implementation of site- 
based management based on gender. This £. value failed to 
reach significance at the .05 level. Therefore, the null 
hypothesis was accepted. 
Hypothesis 3. There is. no significant difference in 
principals' perceptions of resistance to change and success¬ 
ful implementation of site-based management based on years 
of experience. 
Table 7 showed an £ probability of .6340 between 
principals' perceptions of resistance to change and success¬ 
ful implementation of site-based management based on years 
of experience. This value failed to reach significance at 
the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted. 
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Hypothesis 4. There is no significant difference in 
principals' perceptions of resistance to change and 
successful implementation of site-based management based on 
school type--elementary, middle, or high school. 
Table 8 showed an £ probability of .8335 between 
principals' perceptions of resistance to change and success¬ 
ful implementation of site-based management based on school 
type. This value failed to reach significance at the .05 
level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted. 
Hypothesis 5. There is no significant relationship 
between shared decision making and successful implementation 
of site-based management as perceived by principals. 
Table 5 showed a correlation coefficient of £ = 
.1121 between shared decision making and perceived success¬ 
ful implementation of site-based management. This value 
failed to reach significance at the .05 level. Therefore, 
the null hypothesis was accepted. 
Hypothesis 6. There is no significant difference in 
principals' perceptions of shared decision making and 
successful implementation of site-based management in terms 
of gender. 
Table 6 showed a £ value of 1.00 between shared 
decision making and perceived successful implementation of 
site-based management in terms of gender. This £ value 
failed to reach significance at the .05 level. Therefore, 
the null hypothesis was accepted. 
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Hypothesis 7. There is no significant difference in 
principals' perceptions of shared decision making and 
successful implementation of site-based management based on 
years of experience. 
Table 9 showed an £ probability of .5685 between 
principals' perceptions of shared decision making and 
successful implementation of site-based management based on 
years of experience. This value failed to reach signifi¬ 
cance at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was 
accepted. 
Hypothesis 8. There is no significant difference in 
principals' perceptions of shared decision making and 
successful implementation of site-based management based on 
school type--elementary, middle, or high school. 
Table 10 showed an £ probability of .4396 between 
principals' perceptions of shared decision making and 
successful implementation of site-based management based on 
school type. This value failed to reach significance at the 
.05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted. 
Hypothesis 9. There is no significant relationship 
between policies and procedures and successful implementa¬ 
tion of site-based management as perceived by principals. 
Table 5 showed a correlation coefficient of £ = 
.0255 between policies and procedures and perceived success¬ 
ful implementation of site-based management. This value 
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failed to reach significance at the .05 level. Therefore, 
the null hypothesis was accepted. 
Hypothesis 10. There is no significant difference 
in principals' perceptions of policies and procedures and 
successful implementation of site-based management in terms 
of gender. 
Table 6 showed a £. value of 1.26 between policies 
and procedures and perceived successful implementation of 
site-based management in terms of gender. This £. value 
failed to reach significance at the .05 level. Therefore, 
the null hypothesis was accepted. 
Hypothesis 11. There is no significant difference 
in principals' perceptions of policies and procedures and 
successful implementation of site-based management based on 
years of experience. 
Table 11 showed an £ probability of .6929 between 
principals' perceptions of policies and procedures and 
successful implementation of site-based management based on 
years of experience. This value failed to reach signifi¬ 
cance at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was 
accepted. 
Hypothesis 12. There is no significant difference 
in principals' perceptions of policies and procedures and 
successful implementation of site-based management based on 
school type--elementary, middle, or high school. 
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Table 12 showed an F probability of .6244 between 
principals' perceptions of policies and procedures and 
successful implementation of site-based management based on 
school type. This value failed to reach significance at the 
.05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted. 
Hypothesis 13. There is no significant relationship 
between stakeholder support and successful implementation of 
site-based management as perceived by principals. 
Table 5 showed a correlation coefficient of £ = 
.0614 between stakeholder support and perceived successful 
implementation of site-based management. This value failed 
to reach significance at the .05 level. Therefore, the null 
hypothesis was accepted. 
Hypothesis 14. There is no significant difference 
in principals' perceptions of stakeholder support and 
successful implementation of site-based management in terms 
of gender. 
Table 6 showed a £ value of 0.08 between stakeholder 
support and perceived successful implementation of site- 
based management in terms of gender. This £ value failed to 
reach significance at the .05 level. Therefore, the null 
hypothesis was accepted. 
Hypothesis 15. There is no significant difference 
in principals' perceptions of stakeholder support and 
successful implementation of site-based management based on 
years of experience. 
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Table 13 showed an F probability of .7892 between 
principals' perceptions of stakeholder support and success¬ 
ful implementation of site-based management based on years 
of experience. This value failed to reach significance at 
the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted. 
Hypothesis 16. There is no significant difference 
in principals' perceptions of stakeholder support and 
successful implementation of site-based management based on 
school type--elementary, middle, or high school. 
Table 14 showed an £ probability of .2645 between 
principals' perceptions of stakeholder support and success¬ 
ful implementation of site-based management based on school 
type. This value failed to reach significance at the .05 
level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted. 
Hypothesis 17. There is no significant relationship 
between professional development training and successful 
implementation of site-based management as perceived by 
principals. 
Table 5 showed a correlation coefficient of £ = 
.1804 between professional development training and per¬ 
ceived successful implementation of site-based management. 
This value failed to reach significance at the .05 level. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted. 
Hypothesis 18. There is no significant difference 
in principals' perceptions of professional development 
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training and successful implementation of site-based 
management in terms of gender. 
Table 6 showed a £. value of -0.42 between profes¬ 
sional development training and perceived successful imple¬ 
mentation of site-based management in terms of gender. 
This £ value failed to reach significance at the .05 level. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted. 
Hypothesis 19. There is no significant difference 
in principals' perceptions of professional development 
training and successful implementation of site-based 
management based on years of experience. 
Table 15 showed an £ probability of .4070 between 
principals' perceptions of professional development training 
and successful implementation of site-based management based 
on years of experience. This value failed to reach signifi¬ 
cance at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was 
accepted. 
Hypothesis 20. There is no significant difference 
in principals' perceptions of professional development 
training and successful implementation of site-based 
management based on school type--elementary, middle, or high 
school. 
Table 16 showed an £ probability of .6111 between 
principals' perceptions of professional development training 
and successful implementation of site-based management based 
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on school type. This value failed to reach significance at 
the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted. 
Conclusions 
Based on the findings and limitations of this study, 
the researcher formulated the conclusion that resistance to 
change, shared decision making, policies and procedures, 
stakeholder support, and professional development training 
do not have a direct relationship with a principal's percep¬ 
tion of successful implementation of site-based management. 
It is further concluded that the principals were very- 
knowledgeable of the factors which facilitate successful 
site-based managed schools. 
Since principals disagreed (3.306 mean score) with 
the indicators for resistance to change, it can therefore be 
concluded that the participants were open and accepting of 
change. It can be further concluded that the participants 
agreed that stakeholder support (4.103 mean score) and 
stakeholder participation in the shared decision-making 
process (4.153 mean score) are essential for successful 
implementation of site-based management. Overall, princi¬ 
pals were willing to involve stakeholders in the development 
and implementation of policies and procedures (3.880 mean 
score). Finally, it can be concluded that principals value 
continued professional development training (4.002 mean 
score). They agreed that additional ongoing training is 
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needed in the areas of personnel procedures, budgeting 
procedures, curriculum development and implementation, 
establishment of school policies and procedures, staff 
development/training procedures, effective group process 
skills, community building, and facilitating change. 
Implications 
The implications of the findings suggest that 
principals are very knowledgeable of the factors which 
facilitate successful implementation of site-based manage¬ 
ment. Second, principals are not resistant to change and 
are accepting of the overall concept of site-based manage¬ 
ment; however, they are reluctant to give up sole authority 
in some areas. Third, to move from theory to practice, 
continuous training is needed prior to and after site-based 
management is implemented for all stakeholders, particu¬ 
larly the principal. Fourth, principals are supportive of 
stakeholders being involved in the shared decision-making 
process. Fifth, because principals were reluctant to give 
up sole authority in some areas, clearly established poli¬ 
cies and procedures are essential to the success of site- 
based management. Well-communicated preset policies and 
procedures create standard rules for all players, eliminate 
turf battles, and socialize newcomers to the system. 
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After an extensive review of literature, the 
following steps are recommended as a guideline for the 
development and implementation of a district plan for site- 
based management : 
A. Establish a task force (central office staff, 
faculty and other staff, parents, students, and 
community members) to research and report data 
on site-based management. 
B. Review all laws in regard to site-based manage¬ 
ment . 
C. Review all communication from the state depart¬ 
ment of education related to district and campus 
planning, decision making, and academic excel¬ 
lence indicators. 
D. Reexamine local district policies to determine 
if current procedures for establishing state- 
required advisory decision-making committees are 
meeting legal requirements. 
E. Establish and communicate to all communities the 
district's definition of site-based management. 
F. Develop a plan with timeline for providing dis¬ 
trict and community awareness sessions to inform 
school employees and the public in regard to 
site-based management. 
G. Establish methods of collaboration which will 
ensure school staff, student, parent, and 
community participation at the district and 
local levels. 
H. Develop a plan with timelines for training dis¬ 
trict staff and community members information 
and skills needed to implement site-based 
management. 
I. Revise district procedures to define committees' 
roles and responsibilities. 
J. Determine which budgeting practices should be 
decentralized and specify the mechanisms for how 
this process should occur. 
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K. Review policies regarding contractual agreements 
and ensure they comply with current laws. 
Determine procedures for campus committees' 
input into staffing decisions. 
L. Determine the role of campus committees in 
regard to curriculum development. 
M. Review all district planning activities and 
determine which should be consolidated or elim¬ 
inated, or provide input to district and/or 
campus committees. 
N. Determine parameters and procedures for campus 
committees' input into school organization 
decisions. 
O. Ensure all campus committees are aware that they 
may request waivers from laws and rules that 
inhibit student achievement. 
P. Ensure all campus committees have access to 
current and accurate student performance data 
and that appropriate indicators exist for 
special-needs populations. 
Q. Develop mechanisms for accountability among 
campuses. 
R. Develop a monitoring and intervention program. 
S. Train board members, the superintendent, school 
staff, and community members in their site-based 
management roles and responsibilities. 
T. Establish an evaluation, program based on 
results--not methodology. 
Finally, effective principals empower stakeholders, 
subscribe to shared decision making, are not afraid to 
delegate, foster change, know what their schools should be 
like, and are always seeking ways to enhance their own 
personal growth and the personal growth of others. Essen¬ 
tially, site-based management allows leaders to mobilize 
available resources in order to achieve desired outcomes. 
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Re c ommenda tions 
Based on the findings of this study, it appears 
that, regardless of gender, years of administrative experi¬ 
ence, or position level, principals participating in this 
study were knowledgeable of the concept of site-based 
management. However, the following recommendations are 
presented. 
1. It is recommended that school systems moving to 
implement site-based management involve representatives from 
all stakeholder groups in the restructuring process from the 
initial planning stage. 
2. It is recommended that school systems conduct 
field studies, within systems which have implemented site- 
based management, prior to their embarking in this restruc¬ 
turing process. Such studies should provide important 
information for those wishing to implement site-based 
management. 
3. It is recommended that school systems moving to 
implement site-based management establish and communicate to 
all stakeholders clear policies and procedures for district 
implementation prior to its enactment. 
4. A comprehensive training program for district 
personnel, principals, teachers, parents, students, and 
community members should be developed and implemented prior 
to and during the site-based management process. This 
training program should address but not be limited to the 
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following components: (1) the nature and scope of site- 
based management, (2) team building, (3) leading groups to 
consensus, (4) shared leadership (facilitating rather than 
dictating), (5) implementing change, (6) effective com¬ 
munication, (7) the budgeting process, and (8) personnel 
selection. 
5. Professional development should be strategically- 
linked to each individual school's reform agenda. Training 
should be sought from traditional and nontraditional 
sources. 
6. It is recommended the research be conducted to 
determine whether principals' perceptions of site-based 
management differ from those of teachers and parents. 
Summary 
This chapter presented the findings, conclusions, 
implications, and recommendations of the study. The 
findings indicated there were no significant relationships 
between principals' perceptions of resistance to change, 
shared decision making, policies and procedures, stakeholder 
support, professional development training, and successful 
implementation of site-based management. Implications and 
conclusions are that principals who participated in this 
study had a positive perception of site-based management. 
Participants were not resistant to change and agreed that 
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stakeholder support is essential in the shared decision¬ 
making process. And as a part of the shared decision-making 
process, stakeholders should participate in the formulation 
and execution of local school policies and procedures. A 
recommendation was made for ongoing training, prior to and 
after implementation of this vital reform, for district 
office personnel, principals, teachers, parents, students, 
and community members. 
In theory, the benefits of site-based management 
outweigh the costs. As public support for public education 
in general, and reform in particular, dwindles, community 
members' engagement in their local schools offers the most 
promise for rebuilding support. 
Without a school and community culture that sup¬ 
ports ongoing learning, student achievement is unlikely to 
improve. The challenge is to open avenues for informed 
conversation and for becoming informed. Ultimate account¬ 
ability rests on the ability of individuals to influence 
what is not working (Wiggins 1993) . 
Although the ultimate goal of participatory site- 
based management is to improve schools in order to improve 
student performance, the intermediate goals are desired ends 
in themselves. Involving teachers in decisions about their 
work must be valued in its own right, as must giving parents 
and other community members more involvement in their 
schools. 
APPENDIX A 
State-by-SUte Implémentation of School-Based Management 
State Department of Education Questionnaire  
Question 1 : Has the state department of education mandated or permitted voluntary pilot projects in school-based 
decision making? 
Question 2: Does this implementation include decentralized budget making authority, decentralized personnel decision 
making, decentralized curricular decision making, or school-based councils? (Response choices on both questions 
















Alabama Yes Ya Ya 
Alaska Yea No No No No 
Arizona Ye No No No Yes 
Arkansas Yes No No Ya Ya 
California Ya Yea No Yea Yes 
Colorado Yea Yaa Ya Ya Ya 
Coon edi cun Yea 
Ddiware Yea No No Ya Yea 
Florida Yes Yea Ya Ya Ya 
Georgia Yes Yes Yea Yea Yea 
Hawaii Yea Yea Ya Ya Ya 
Idaho Yes Yea Yea Ya Yes 
□boots Yaa Yaa Ya Ya Yea 
Indiana Yes Ya 
Iowa Yes Ya Ya Ya Yes 
Kansas Yea Ya Ya Yes 
Konuckv Yea Ya Ya Yea Ya 
Louisiana Yaa Ya Ya Ya Ya 
Marne Yea Yes Ya Ya Yes 
Marvland Yea Ya No No Yes 
Maasachusotu Yea Ya Ya Yaa Yes 
Michigan • 




Nebraska Yea Yea Yea Ya Yes 
Nevada Yea No Ya Yea Yes 
New H amp* ire Yes No No Ya Ya 
New Join Yea No No No Yes 
New Mexico Yes Ya Yes Yea Ya 
New York Yaa Ya No Ya Yes 
N. Carolina Yes Yes Yes No Ya 
N. Dakou Yea No No No No 
Ohio Yea No No Ya Yes 
Oklahoma Yea Yea Ya Yea Ya 
Oregon Yes Ya Ya Ya Ya 
Pcmsvtvania Yea Ya Ya Ya 
Rhode Island Yes Yea Yea Ya Ya 
S. Carolina Yaa ? ? Yea Ya 
S DekoU No 
Tmncaaee Ya Ya Ya Ya Ya 
Texas Yea Ya Ya Ya Ya 
Uuh Yea Ya Ya Ya Ya 
Vermont Yes No No Ya No 
Virgnia Yaa Ya Ya Ya Ya 
Widungcn • 
W V npnia Yea Pm Part Ya Ya 
Wiaocmai Yea No No No No 
Wyneoag Yaa Ya Ya Ya Ya 
Taken from: Herman and Herman (1993). A State by State Snapshot of School-Based Management Practices. 
International Innm.l <rf F/tacaiional Reform. 2 (31. 256 - 262 
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Stal*-by-Sut« Implementation of School Based Management 
 State Department of Education Ouertionnalre  
Question 3 : Have any participants in this school-baaed management process been provided with training for its 
implementation'’ Has this training been provided in the areas of communication, budget decision making, or policy- 
makmg'1 (Response choices were Yes/No) 
Sute Treaung 
Provided 





Alabama Yee Yea Ya Yea Ya 
Alaska No No No No No No 
Arizona ? 
Arkansas Yee Yee Yet Yaa Ya Ya 
California Yes Yes Yea Ya Yea Ya 
Colorado Yee No Ya Yaa Ya 
Conn ecuc 
Delaware Yea Yes No Ya Ya Ya 
Florida Yea Yea Ya Ya Yea Yea 
Georgia Yet Yea 
Hawaii Yea Yea Yaa Yes 
Idaho 
Illinois Yee Yes Yaa Ya Ya Ya 
Indiana Yea Yes Yes Yea Yea 
Iowa No Yes Yaa Ya Yea Yes 
Kansas Yea Yea Yas Yes 
Kentucky Yes Yea Yea Ya Yea Ya 
Louisiana No 
Maine Yea Yes No Ya Yea Ya 
Mar. land Yes Yea Ya Yes No Yea 
Massachus Yes Yea Ya Ya Ya Yes 
Michigan • 




Nebraska Yea Yea Ya Ya Yaa Ya 
Nevada Yee Yea No Ya Ya Yas 
New 
Hampshire Yea Yaa Yea Ya Yaa Ya 
New Jersey Yea Yea Ya Ya Yaa Yea 
Ne*- 
Mexico Yea Yee ? Ya Ya Yaa 
New York ? 
N. 
Carolina Yee Yea No Ya No Ya 
N. Dakota No 
Ohio Yea Yes No Ya Yea Ya 
Oklahoma Yea Yee Yea Ya Ya Yaa 
Oregon Yea No No No No No 
Pennsylva Yaa Yee Ya Yas Yea 
Rhode 
Island Yes Yee Ya Yea 
S. Carolina ■ 
S Dakota 
T  Yee Yes Ya Ya Yea Ya 
Texes Yea Yee Yea Ya Ya Ya 
Uuh Yaa Yes Ya Ya ? Yea 
Vermont Yea Yee No Yes Ya Yea 
Virginia Yee Yes Ya Ya 
Wadungo • 
W. 
Vtrgnie Yaa Yee No Ya No Ya 
Wisconsin No 
Wyoamm Yee Yaa Ya Ya Ya Yes 
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State-by-SUte Implementation of School-Based Management 
 State Department of Education Questionnaire  
Question 4 Does your sute have any mdivkhuJ schools or districts which have vohmunlv (mdependent of sute 
department of education impetus) implemented school-based management or school-based decision making9 Does this 
implementation include decentralized budget making authority, decentralized personnel decision making, decentralized 
















Alabama Ym ? 7 ? ? 
AUikj Ym Ym Ym Ym Ym 
Arizona ? 
Arkansas Yet No No Ym Ym 
California Yea Yea Ym Ym Yea 
Colorado Yet Ym Ym Yea Ym 
Coro eau cun Yea 7 ? 7 ? 
Delaware Yea ? ? Yea Ym 
Honda Yea Yea Yea Ym Yea 
Georgia Yea 
Hawaii No 
Idaho •7 7 7 ? 7 
Illeiois 7 
Indiana Yea 7 ? ? ? 
Iowa Yea Yea Yea Yea Yes 
Kansas Yea Yea Ym Ym Yea 
Kentucky Yea Yea Yea Ym Ym 
Louisiana Yea 
Maine Yes 7 ? Ym ? 
Maryland Yea 7 7 7 7 
Massachusetts Yea Yea Ym ? Ym 
Michigan • 
Minnesota Yea 
Mississippi Ym ? 7 7 ? 
Missouri • 
Montana Yea ? ? ? ? 
Nebraska Ym Yea Ym Yea Ym 
Nevada 7 
New Han^> shire Yea 
New Jersev Yea Ym Yea \ m \ ea 
New Mexico Yea Ym Ym Yea Ym 
New York ? 
N. Carolina No 
N. Dakota ? 
Ohio Ym No No Yea Yea 
Oklahoma Ym Yea Ym Ym Ym 
Oregon Yea ? ? ? 7 
Pamsvtvama Yea 
Rhode Island Ym Ym Yea Yea Ym 
S Carolina Yea 7 7 7 ? 
S Dakota ? 
Tamenec Ym Yea Yea Yea Yea 
Taut Ym Yea Yea Ym Ym 
Utah Ym ? ? 7 Ym 
Vermont Yea Ym Yea Ym Yea 
Virginia Ym ? 7 Yea Yea 
Wadunÿcn Yea 7 
W. Virginia ? ? ? ? 
Wacom* Ym ? ? ? 7 
Wynonmg Ym Ym Yea Ym Ym 
Taken from: Herman and Herman (1993). A State by Stale Snapshot of School-Based Management Practices. 
lnteni.iMH.1 Journal of Educational Reform. 2 (3). 2S6 • 262 
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State-bv-Statc Implementation of Scbooi-Baeed Management 
 State Department of Education Quetttonnalre  
Question 5 Hive an)' participants m this school-based management process been provided with framing for its 
implementation? Has this framing been provided in the areas of commumcaboa. budget, decision-making, policy¬ 












Arkansas Yea Yu No Yu No No 
California Yea Yu Yu Yu Yes Yu 
Colorado ? ? ? ? ? 
CoonecUc ? ? ? ? ? ? 
Dd aware Yea Yea ? Yu Yes Yu 
Florida Yea Yu Yu Yes Yu Yu 
Georgia Yea Yu 
Hawau *» 
Idaho ? ? ? 7 ? 7 
Qlmots ? 
Indiana Yea 7 ? ? ? 7 
Iowa Yu Yea Yu Yu Yes Yes 
Kansas Yea Yea Yes Yes Yea Yes 
Kartucks Yu Yea Yu Yu Yes Yes 
Louisiana Yea Yea ? Yes ? Yu 
Mame ? 
Man land 7 7 7 7 7 
Maasachus Yu Yu Yes Yes Yes 
Midugan • 
Minnesota Yu Yu Yu Yes Yes Yu 
Missus tpp 7 
Missouri •• 
Montana ? ? ? ? ? ? 




New Jencv Yu Yes Yu Yu Yes Yes 
New 
Mexico Yes No Yu Yes Yes 
New York 7 
Carotins No 
N Dak au ? 
Ohio Yea Yes No Yu Yes Yu 




Island Yu Yes ? Yes ? Yes 
S Carolina Yu ? 7 Yes ? Yes 
S DakoU ? 
Tnrrif—r Yu Yes No Yu Yes Yes 
Texas Yu Yu Yu Yu Yu Yu 
um ? ? ? ? ? 7 
Vannant ? ? ? ? ? ? 
Virginia ? 
Wimîips ? ? ? ? ? 
w 
Vepoia ? ? ? ? ? 7 
Wuoonsn ? ? ? ? ? ? 
Wyaomn Yes Yu Yu Yu Yu Yu 
APPENDIX B 
LETTER REQUESTING PERMISSION TO CONDUCT THE STUDY 
January 11, 1998 
Dr G Persaud 
De Kalb County School System 
3770 N Decatur Road 
Decatur, Georgia 30032 
Dear Dr Persaud 
I really treasured the warm welcome 1 received during our phone conversation Friday, January 9,1998 As I 
explained, I am currently a doctoral candidate at Clark Atlanta University and request your permission to 
conduct a research study in the DeKalb County School System 
The purpose of the study will be to examine principals' perceptions of factors affecting the implementation 
of site-based management. The factors to be examined are resistance to change, shared decision-making, 
policies and procedures, stakeholder support and professional dev elopment training The sixty item 
Principal's Perceptions Survey will be used to gather data from all DeKalb County Schools principals A 
copy of the complete dissertation proposal is enclosed for your review 
The results of this survey will be beneficial to the school system in determining how principals view site- 
based management The information gathered will also be used to design a model for site-based 
management implementation. 
Thank you very much and I eagerly await your written permission to begin this study 
WANDA S.GIIXURD 
I OS WIUJOWICK DRIVE 
LimoNiA. GEORGIA 30036 
<4041633-0235/36 - BUSINESS 
FAX:(404) 325-2735 
Sincerely^ 




COVER LETTER TO PRINCIPALS 
WANDA S. GILUARD 
108 Wlllowick Drive 
Lithonia, Georgia 30038 
February 16,1998 
Dear Colleague: 
l am conducting a study of the opinions DeKalb County School System principals hold 
toward sits-based management and the perceptions they hold toward factors affecting 
the imptementation of site-based management I am also seeking to determine the 
type of training principals may need for site-based management 
I realize your time is very limited and extremely valuable, but your help with this 
research is vital and deeply appreciated. Therefore, would you please compléta the 
attached questionnaire and return it by February 26.199i using the enclosed 
envelope. All questionnaires will remain anonymous. A copy of the results wHI be 
forwarded to you at the conclusion of this study. 
Thank you very much for your participation and your time. Your contribution to the field 
of educational administration is greatly appreciated! 
Sincerely. 
Wanda S. Gilliard 
Assistant Principal 





SITE-BASED MANAGEMENT PERCEPTIONS 
This survey is intended as an information gathering tool to assist in developing a picture of 
perceptions regarding site-based management 
Section 1: General Information (No signature ta necessary because individual respondents wtU not be disclosed.) 
Please complete this section by marking the appropriate choice. 
1 Administrative Experience: 3 yean or less [ ] 6 to 10 yean [] lltol5yean[] 16 A above [] 
2 Position: Elementary School Principal [ ] Middle School Principal [ ] High School Principal [ ] 
3. Gender: Male ( ] Female [ ] 
Section 2. After reading each statement check the box which best indicates the degree to which you agree or disagree 
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 
SA AU  SD 
SA A U D SD 
4 Site-based management transfen major decision [ ] [ ] [ J [ J [ ] 
making to the local school site. 
5 Site-based management is a time consuming [ J [ ] [ ] ( ] [ ] 
process 
6 Site-based management would cause an increase [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 
m the work load of the principal. 
7 Site-based management is a complex system [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 
of school governance. 
8 The use of site-based management would not [][][][][] 
alter the authority structure in the school 
9. Site-based management requires that a school oouncil [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 
of stakeholders collaboratrvely make all local school 
decisions. 
10. Site-based management requires the principal to chair [ J [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 
the school council. 
11. Curriculum and mstructiou issues are a primary focus [ ] [ ] [ ] ( ] [ ] 
of ate-based management 
12 Team wosk is essential for the success of site-based ( ] [ ] ( ] [ ] [ ] 
mauganent 




(CONTENTED) SA A U D SD 
14 The principal should choose whether or not they want to [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 
implement site-based management. 
15 The present school structure is satisfactory and should remam [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 
as established. 
16. I see no reason «in'people external to the school should be { ] [ ] ( ] [ ] [ ] 
involved with school governance 
17 I see no need to modify my operating style even tf [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 
feedback is received from stakeholders 
18 Change often results m confusion [ ] [ ] [ J [ ) [ ] 
19 My present level of autonomy is satisfactory and [ ] { ] [ ] 
should not be altered 
20 Teachers should be involved in the decisionmaking process [ ] [ ] [ ] 
m the local school 
21 Principals should involve parents in decisions which effect [ ] [ ] [ ] 
the school 
22 Input should be sought from students on decisions which effect ( ] [ ] [ ] 
the school. 
23 Commtmity members should participate m the decision making [ ] [ ] [ ] 
process m the local school. 
24 The principal, teachers, and parents should serve [ ] [ ] ( J 
on a Building Leadership Team which makes all 
decisions regarding the operation of the school. 
25 A team representing stakeholders should be responsible for [ ] [ ] [ ] 
governing the school. 
26. Guidelines for enmeuhim development should be established [ ] [ ] [ ] 
with input from stakeholders. 
27. Parents should be involved in developing guidelines [ ] [ ] [ ] 
for selecting new personnel 
28. Procedures for the allocation of local school funds should [ ] [ ] [ ] 
be formulated with input from stakeholders 
29 Policy to govern the implementation of site-baaed [ ] [ ] [ ] 
management should be made by stakeholders 
30. Teachers should be involved in establishing procedures [ J [ J [ ] 
for curriculum development. 
31 Principals should involve community members in developing [ ] [ ] [ ] 
policies and procedures for the school. 
177 
(CONTINUED) SA A U D SD 
32 General instructional policies for the local school is not the sole 
responsibility of the principal 
[ 1 [ ] [ ] [ ] I ] 
33. Site-based management creates a greater commitment 
from the school community. 
[ ] [ ] [ ] [ I [ ] 
34 Support from teachers is necessary for successful 
implementation of site-based management. 
[ ] I 1 [ ] [ ] t ] 
35. Parental involvement and commitment is necessary for 
successful implementation of site-based management. 
[ 1 ( 1 ( ] I 1 [ ] 
36 Commitment by students to the site-based management 
process is a necessary component 
[ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 
37 For successful implementation of site-based management 
involvement by members of the local community is needed. 
[ 1 [ 1 [ ] [ ] [ ] 
38 Successful site-based management requires support from all 
stakeholders. 
[ ] [ ] ( ] [ ] t 1 
Additional training b needed for principals in the Indicated area: 
39 Personnel procedures [ 1 [ ] [ ] [ 1 I ] 
40. Budgeting procedures [ ] [ ] [ I [ ] l ] 
41 Curriculum development and implementation [ ] [ 1 [ ] [ ] l ] 
42. Establishment of school policies and procedures [ ] [ ] [ 1 [ ] [ ] 
43. Staff development/Training procedures [ ] ( ) [ 1 [ ] [ ] 
44 Effective Group Process Skills [ ] ( ] [ ] [ 1 [ ] 
45. Community Building [ ] [ ] [ 1 [ ] [ ] 
46 Facilitating Change [ 1 [ ] [ I [ 1 I ] 
Thank yon very moch for completing and returning this survey. A mmmary of the survey results will be sent to 
all participants 
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